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ABSTRACT 
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items were grouped into 7 topics. Taiwanese elementary school special 
education teachers were generally in agreement that special education 
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capabilities for accommodating special education programs, but were split in 
their views of the quality of training for special needs students, and 
essentially neutral about their own roles in student placement, collaboration 
among different professionals in the field, and support groups working in 
special education. The study also reveals the lack of research about special 
education in Taiwan. Appendixes contain the English and Mandarin Chinese 
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Statement of the Problem 



Following the passage of PL 94-142, the Education for All Handicapped Children Act in 
1975, the ideal of the least restrictive environment has become the dominant position with 
respect to placement. Accordingly federal, state, regional, and local education agencies 
developed new policies for funding services, appropriate for placement of students with special 
needs. The changing beliefs about deviant behavior and the purpose of schooling for individuals 
with exceptional problems, the role of the school in the community, legislation, and litigation all 
influence school districts' policies and decision making for educational placements of these 
students. 

Leone and McLaughlin (1995) note that one group affected is students with emotional 
and behavioral disorders (EBD) who need special education and related services. Under PL 94- 
142, these students receive educational service in a variety of settings: regular classroom, 
resource rooms, separate classes, separate public day schools, separate private day schools, 
public residential facilities, private residential facilities, correctional facilities, and homebound or 
hospital-based instrument (Stephens & Lakin, 1995). With the least restrictive environment, the 
physical location of EBD classes has become a contentious issue in the latter part of the 20th 
century (Kauffman, Lloyd, Hallahan, & Astuto, 1995). 

Lloyd, Martin, and Kauffman (1995) reported which educators should be included on a 
team to make placement decisions about these EBD students. The regular education teacher, 
special education teachers, psychologist, and administrators— four professionals and a parent to 
be the fifth member of the team— were to participate in placement team decisions. Regarding 
teachers' participation in placement decisions, Lloyd et al. found that the special education 
teachers were present at all of the conferences while the regular classroom teacher was present at 
about 25% of the meetings. They also said that "only 6 of the 47 meetings were in compliance 



with rules and regulations regarding participants" (p. 174). Finally, what factors affect teachers' 
influence on placement decisions? The authors noted that teachers reported a lack of knowledge 
about placement options and overloaded schedules as barriers to participation. 

Delimitation of the Topic 

In the United States, extensive research has been conducted on special education for 
students with emotional and behavioral problems. However, Martin, Lloyd, Kauffman, and 
Coyne (1995) found that teachers’ perceptions of the educational placement process for these 
students had generally been neglected and ignored in both research and policy making. They 
collected qualitative data to examine barriers to optimum placement from the teachers’ 
perceptive, arguing that teachers’ views of educational placement are different from the views of 
the principals, counselors, and parents and that teachers’ perceptions and value judgments 
influence the placement decision. 

In Taiwan, special education, both practice and research, lags considerably behind the 
U.S. Although special education is now similar to American PL 94-142, it was not until 1984 
that this policy went into effect. Practitioners of special education willingly accepted the 
mandates of Taiwan’s special educational regulations, and have made significant progress in the 
education of children and youth with different special needs since that time. But the reality is 
that, just as previously in the U.S., alterations in practice, and a research base to understand and 
track those changes, take years to develop. 

Thus, in Taiwan there is also the same problem that Martin et al. (1995) refer to in the 
U.S., i.e., there is a lack of knowledge about teachers’ perceptions of educational placement 
decisions for emotionally and behaviorally troubled students. However, due to the general lag in 
research in Taiwan as compared to the U.S., there is a lack of knowledge about teachers’ 
perceptions of educational placement decisions generally, for all types of students, not just 
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limited to EBD cases. In addition, in Taiwan there is virtually no research on teachers’ 
perceptions of special education generally. 

Accordingly, this research replicates the Martin et al. (1995) study in Taiwan, but 
expands the breadth of topics covered. Specifically investigated are educational placement 
decisions for all special education categories in Taiwan elementary schools. In addition the 
survey includes a number of other issues on special education generally: the well being of special 
needs children, various types of resources, cooperation and support, and teachers’ personal 
efficacy. Thus, the central research question becomes. What are special education teachers’ 
perceptions of special education in central Taiwan elementary schools? 

Policy Definition 

“Policy” is a term that is has many meanings. The term is ambiguous as it brings to mind 
many definitions that would fit based on the experience of the person making the definition. 
According to Guba (1984), there are eight different definitions of policy, including “goals or 
intentions, standing decisions, guide to discretionary action, problem-solving strategy, 
sanctioned behavior, norms of conduct, output of the policy-making system, constructions based 
on experience” (p. 65). Leone and McLaughlin (1995) said that “policies guide agency or school 
actions” (p. 336). They also note that school districts’ policies concerning students with 
emotional or behavioral disorders were shaped by the Individuals with Disabilities Education Act 
(IDEA) in 1990, the re-authorization of PL 94-142. 

Under the IDEA and section 504 of the Rehabilitation Act (1973), behavioral disorders 
required legal placement (Bateman & Chard, 1995). In effect, IDEA and section 504 provide 
overall intentions or goals for these special needs students, consistent with Cuba’s (1984) first 
definition. Also, consistent with Cuba’s definition 2, IDEA and the 504 rules “govern the 
decisions regularly made in implementing PL 94-142” (Guba, p. 66). Further, consistent with 



Cuba’s definition 8, IDEA and 504 include references to “the clients [describing] the policy 
emanating from PL 94-142 as a result of their experiences with it” (Cuba, p. 69). 

The current study is framed by Cuba’s (1984) definition 5, What expectations should be 
set for implementers of PL 94-142, including role perceptions, definitions and the corresponding 
behaviors of role incumbents and their counterparts (p. 68). Special education teachers by law 
are supposed to play an important role in implementation of PL 94-142. Because so little is 
known about these teachers’ actual practice and views on a variety of special education topics, it 
is difficult for policymakers to make research-informed decisions regarding allocation of 
resources, staff development, and modification of policy. Accordingly, this study describes 
elementary special education teachers’ perceptions (e.g., role, function) of the implementation of 
special education in Taiwan. 

Political Influence 

In the last fourteen years Taiwan’s economy has made considerable progress. But special 
education was generally neglected. Because of a lack of finances, exceptional children did not 
obtain appropriate placement. Even though the new special education act was passed in 1984, 
political factors impeded implementation. Taiwan’s political strategy focused on economic 
development, precluding attention for special needs children. Thus, the ratio of teachers to 
students, as well as the number of classrooms, was too small because the finance of schools was 
controlled by national policies and priorities. 

In America Lewis, Chard, and Scott (1994) proposed that once a child is identified as 
having a disability, districts are obligated to follow regulations under the IDEA and 504 of the 
Rehabilitation Act. In order to comply with federal law, placement decisions must include 
individualized plans, alternative placements, the least restrictive environment, and the provision 
of an appropriate education program (p. 279). Level systems are a common tool used to manage 
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disability. According to Scheuermann, Webber, Partin, and Knies (1994), an individualized level 
system contains three phases: phase I, curriculum including behaviors to be taught, criterion 
levels for target behaviors, and sequence of target behavior; phase II, systematic behavioral 
management including organization of target behaviors within the legal system, reinforcers for 
teaching target behaviors, organization of reinforcers within the level system, and advancement 
criteria; phase IH, behaviors to be reduced including identification of target behaviors and 
behavior reduction techniques. Scheuermann et al. argued that level systems as they are currently 
designed and implemented may fail to individualize the program because they denied students 
access to the least restrictive environment and adequate curricular goals and strategies. 

In contrast, in Taiwan, as noted above, political and economic priorities slowed the 
passage of special education regulations. The type of research conducted by Lewis et al. (1994) 
is only beginning to be conducted. Recently, however, Taiwanese special students’ parents have 
become more knowledgeable of their rights regarding special education. Even without a strong 
research base, public views of the necessity of special education services have become more 
pronounced. In large part, this occurs because public opinion in Taiwan is influenced by events 
internationally, particularly in the United States. This is particularly true in education as many of 
the leading educators and policy makers in Taiwan, in both the Ministry of Education and in the 
universities, have been educated in the U.S. The result is a gradual increase in both special 
education implementation and public awareness of special education needs issues. One result of 
this knowledge has been parents becoming more outspoken and starting to pressure for action. In 
turn the pressure has led to more widely implemented special education than before. 

Research Questions 

Trent and Artiles (1995) have noted, along with many advocacy groups, that many 
minority and poor children in the U.S. were placed disproportionately into programs for children 
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with mental retardation. In Taiwan, there is a somewhat parallel situation. 

Being labeled as a special needs child in Taiwan is often considered to be a stigma for the 
family. Thus low status children may be more likely to be identified and placed in special 
education programs. If confirmed, this trend would suggest that the identification of behavior 
disordered students for special placement involves a number of procedural problems. Although 
Taiwan’s special educational regulations attempt to make the procedure as comprehensive and 
objective as possible, most of Taiwan’s special educational regulation is so nonspecific that 
decisions about instruments are left up to assessment personnel. To date, professionals have been 
unable to rectify a number of difficulties with instrumentation and the team decision-making 
process (Lin, Wu, Tseng, & Lin, 1998). 

This study focuses on Cuba’s (1984) definition 5, implementation of policy by the 
classroom teachers, in order to find out what Taiwanese special educators actually think about 
the placement process and other more general issues. The policy question for Cuba’s definition 5 
is, “What expectations should be set for implementors of PL 94-142, either as a priori 
prescriptions or as modified through experience” (p. 68). Within the parameters of and specific 
to this larger policy question, the following research questions are explored. 

How do Taiwan elementary special education teachers perceive: 

1 . Ceneral attitudes about special education? 

2. Placement alternatives and procedures for special education programs? 

3. Schools’ capabilities for accommodating special education programs? 

4. Training available for working with special education students: 

a. Special education personnel? 

b. Regular teachers? 

5. Personal control over placement decisions? 



6. Collaboration among different groups working in special education? 

7. Support among different groups working in special education? 

In addition to these perceptions, the following questions also apply: 

8. How are the perceptions above related? 

9. How do demographic factors affect the perceptions noted above? 

Review of the Literature 
Special Education in Taiwan 

According to Regulation 300.344 of the federal Individuals with Disabilities Education 
Act (IDEA), teachers must be members of teams that must be represented at the individualized 
education program (lEP) meeting. But there are many meetings where participants were not in 
compliance with rules and regulations, because teachers were not permitted to participate in 
placement decisions (Martin et al., 1995). 

Taiwan’s special educational regulations mirror to a large extent the American PL 94- 
142. By law, the classroom teachers, parents, special education teachers, and administrators 
should be involved in recommendations and allowed to participate in the placement decision. 
Thus, in many respects, special education in Taiwan follows implementation and practice in the 
U.S. However, because the primary special education act for Taiwan was not passed until 1984, 
practice and implementation in Taiwan are not as well developed as that in the U.S. The same 
can be said about the state of the art for research on special education in Taiwan. In fact, the 
existing research base for Taiwanese special education is nascent at best with few studies 
comparable to issues that have been examined extensively in the U.S. 

Policymakers and educators in Taiwan are therefore forced to rely mainly on personal 
experience, speculation, and anecdotes or assume that Taiwan parallels the U.S. Neither option is 
likely to provide a valid foundation for improving policy and practice in Taiwan, even though the 
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number of schools and children participating in special education programs in Taiwan is 
increasing (Wu, Han, Lin, & Lin, 1998). 

Screening and Referral 

Screening and referral is part of the placement process for exceptional children. The 
regular classroom teacher’s duties include behavior observations and behavior recording in the 
classroom. The regular classroom teacher should communicate with parents concerning 
exceptional children. If the parents agree with the teacher’s suggestion, the teacher should 
propose the referral of the student. Shea and Bauer (1987) noted that the school referral process 
includes having the classroom teacher complete a rating scale or checklist and inviting the 
parents for a conference (pp. 50-51). 

Diagnostic Evaluation 

Shea and Bauer (1987) indicate that “the purpose of diagnostic evaluation is to determine 
if the child or youth has a behavioral and/or learning problem; to determine the nature of the 
problem and to study the problem from a multidisciplinary perspective” (p. 55). In Taiwan, 
Chang (1995) explained that “handicapped evaluation results in a diagnosis of handicapped if the 
student’s situation meets the criteria of special educational regulations. A student who meets the 
criteria is called a special education pupil. By law, the special education pupil has the right to 
receive special education” (p. 1). Beyond this general guideline, specific studies of the actual 
diagnostic process remain to be conducted in Taiwan. 

Placement 

Shea and Bauer (1987) note that a placement decision for an exceptional child is made by 
the child’s parents and school staff. During the meeting, the interdisciplinary members determine 
“if the available diagnostic evaluation data [meet] the criteria for a diagnosis of behavioral 
disorders or other exceptionality. If eligibility is confirmed, the committee writes educational 
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goals and objectives, determines the service needs, and recommends an appropriate placement 
for the child” (p. 57). 

In Taiwan a placement decision for an exceptional child is also made by the child’s 
parents and school personnel. Chang (1995) indicates that during the team meeting, the members 
determine whether the child’s diagnostic evaluation data meet the criteria for a diagnosis of 
exceptionality or not. If eligibility is confirmed, the team members do not write educational goals 
and objectives to determine the service need. Team members only recommend a placement for 
the child. Thus the goals and the Individualized Education Plan (lEP) do not get done. This void 
suggests more study on how regular and special education teachers cope with a legal mandate 
that provides little specific guidance in practice. Absent specific guidelines, there is likely 
substantial variation in actual implementation. More studies need to be conducted in Taiwan to 
determine the links between actual practice and legal requirements following placement 
decisions. 

Determinants of Placement Outcomes 

In the United States, a number of studies have been conducted that examine factors that 
affect outcomes for special needs students. Glassberg (1994) proposed that younger and brighter 
students with behavioral disorders tended to be mainstreamed and older students with behavioral 
disorders tended to be placed in more restrictive settings (p. 181). Kauffman, Cullinan, and 
Epstein (1987) said that seriously emotionally disturbed students with higher IQs tended to be 
placed more often in mainstream settings. But Schneider and Leroux (1994) reported that in 
promoting academic achievement, special programs appeared to be more effective than regular 
classes. Comparisons among special education programs were uncertain. Clearly, less restrictive 
settings result in better gains in children’s self-concept (p. 200). Regarding on-task behavior, 
there were two comparisons between resource rooms and regular classes that showed resource 
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rooms were more effective. In managing off-task behavior, the special school setting was more 
effective than special classes. According to follow-up results, “there is considerable variation 
among locations in terms of the proportion of enrollees who were successfully reintegrated into 
regular school programs several years after discharge from special classes or schools for children 
with behavioral disorders” (Schneider & Leroux, p. 200). 

Prieto and Zucker (1981) noted the effects of race on teachers’ judgment regarding 
special class placement. The subjects (teachers) were randomly assigned to two groups. Group 
one received a case study describing a white student, and Group two received a case study 
describing a Mexican- American student. Subjects were told the purpose of this activity was to 
gather information regarding teachers’ judgments about student performance based on case study 
information. According to the data analysis, the finding of this study indicated that “Mexico- 
American children are at a disadvantage relevant to likelihood of placement in special education 
when compared to their white counterparts” (p. 36). 

Sydney and Miimer (1983) said that “the criteria for placement in a program for the 
behaviorally disordered [were] more subjective than criteria used in other types of special 
classes” (p. 43). They also said that a student’s demographic characteristics could be an 
important factor to determine a student’s eligibility for special class placement. 

They found that teachers are more likely to refer special class placement for a child who has a 
handicapped sibling than for a child who has non-handicapped siblings. 

Carlson and Stephens (1986) used the Social Behavior Assessment Scale (SBA), a 
checklist of 134 behaviors, to identify behavioral disorders in children. According to the study 
results, they proposed that Mexican-American students had higher scores on the SBA. A high 
score on the SBA indicates a higher probability of being identified as behaviorally disordered. 
This study supported Prieto and Zucker’s (1981) conclusion that race affects teachers’ judgments 



regarding special class placement. 

In Taiwan, studies that examine the results of placement decisions have yet to be 
conducted. Because Taiwan is a fairly homogeneous society, it is likely that the race/ethnicity 
variables in many of the U.S. studies are not applicable. On the other hand, race is only one 
dimension of stratification. Social class is just as relevant as race in the U.S. but more important 
in Taiwan because it is the primary determinant of position in the stratification hierarchy. Yet 
studies on the effects of social class status on special education practice in Taiwan are only 
beginning to be conducted (see Lin, 2002). 

Placement Decisions in Taiwan 

Few studies have addressed the special education placement process in Taiwan. Early 
workby Liou (1983) indicated that special education practices extended to the regular classroom 
would help mild mentally retarded children adapt to a wider variety of environments. Hung 
(1998) examined students with EBD diagnoses and found them assigned to resource rooms or 
special facilities. Hung recommended a continuum of services to meet the needs of EBD students 
with differing degrees of need. The most extensive work on placement was conducted by Chang 
(1995) who indicated that half of special education students stayed in the regular classroom, not 
obtaining appropriate placements. Her recommendations to improve these conditions included: 

1. Establishing special education policy for students with special needs. 

2. Establishing responsible institutional regulations, including staff and finance. 

3. Training the professions to become familiar with educational tests and measurement. 

(p. 1) 

Summary 

In the United States, PL 94-142, passed in 1975, has produced a revolution in how special 
needs children are perceived and educated. Extensive regulations have evolved defining criteria 
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of eligibility for various categories of need, procedures for screening and evaluating students, 
and rules for interdisciplinary team meetings to determine actual placement of students into 
programs. In fact, special education as an overall field has exploded, so much so that voluminous 
literatures have developed for each of the various need categories. 

In contrast, in Taiwan, where special education policy was formalized in 1984, both 
practice and research lag far behind that in the U.S. Yet Wu et al. (1998) note that special 
education placements are expanding rapidly, a situation that leaves educators without firm 
guidance on the daily routines and decisions of identification, placement, and instructional 
practice. 

Several specific areas of the special education process reflect this less developed state in 
Taiwan. For example, with respect to diagnostic evaluations, Chang (1995) offers general 
guidelines but there is little research on how this occurs in the schools. At the juncture of actual 
placement Chang indicates that the team responsible for a student often does not write the lEP 
and that this task is not completed. Other aspects of special education, such as screening and 
referral or actual placements, have received little or no empirical study. 

An ongoing stream of studies in the U.S. has examined variables that affect the eventual 
placement decision in the area of EBD. Demographic factors clearly have a role in this regard. 
Age and IQ (Glassberg, 1994), severity of emotional problems (Kauffinan et al., 1987), race 
(Carlson & Stephens, 1986; Prieto & Zucker, 1981), and having a handicapped sibling (Sydney 
& Minner, 1983) have all been shown to affect the process. Other studies (e.g., Schneider & 
Leroux, 1994) have examined the differential effects of placement along the least-restrictive- 
environment continuum, finding considerable variation depending on the outcome measured. 

The research base on special education in Taiwan is much more general. Liou (1983) 
noted the need for extending special education practices into the regular classroom. Hung (1998) 
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indicated the need for a continuum of services to match the continuum of need. Chang (1995) 
suggests close to half of special education students were still in the regular classroom, not 
receiving appropriate placement or service. But many of these articles represent general 
commentary and are not based on actual empirical studies. Regarding context, the effects of 
demographic factors have essentially not been addressed, in large part because Taiwan has a 
much more homogenous population. But unlike race, socioeconomic status and rural-urban 
distinctions are part of the social fabric. Lin’s (2002) survey of special education beliefs and 
practices, which also examined the influence of such demographic factors, may be the lone 
exception in this area. 

The current study is designed to address and extend this limited research base. 

Specifically this survey of elementary special education teachers in Taiwan investigates their 
perceptions of the general quality and practice of special education programs. In addition, 
demographic data on these teachers are examined for influence on their perceptions. 

Methodology 
Type of Study 

This study utilizes quantitative methodology to compare groups of related variables on 
appropriate statistical procedures to answer the research questions. Creswell (1994) proposes that 
survey design provides a quantitative description of the sample. Through the data collection, 
“research [can] generalize the findings from a sample of responses to a population” (1994, p. 

117). Thus, in order to realize special education teachers’ perceptions of educational placement 
in Taiwan, this study employs survey research to generalize specific characteristics and attitudes 
of this population based on sample statistics. According to Fowler (1993) “respondents have time 
to give thoughtful answers, to look up records, or to consult with others” (p. 66) when 
responding to a questionnaire. 
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Sources of Data 



The population of this study is central Taiwan special education teachers, with a sample 
of the 176 special education teachers in Taichung prefecture. In central Taiwan there are four 
separate (Taichung is one) prefectures and one city (Taichung city), altogether containing 723 
special education teachers. The special education teachers in Taichung prefecture elementary 
schools were a convenience sample because one of the researchers had access to these 
individuals through her father, who is the principal of a school in Taichung. 

Data were collected by means of a questionnaire containing 29 items. The survey utilized 
a 5 point Likert scale from strongly agree to strongly disagree. The questionnaire was designed 
by the authors based on the categories in a study by Martin et al. (1995). A section on 
demographic information included questions on gender, age, education level, years of service, 
and special education classification. A map of survey items for respective Research Questions 1- 
7 and 9 is attached (see Appendix D). 

Procedures 

Completing the survey instrument takes approximately 10 minutes. The questionnaire 
and cover letter were both in English and Mandarin (see Appendices A and B). After 
development, the questionnaire was sent, along with the cover letter which serves as the consent 
form, to the University Human Studies Committee (see Appendix C). 

The survey was conducted by Mr. Lin, Po-Chung (Chiao-Jen Elementary School 
principal at Taichung). He mailed questionnaires to the principals of the other schools, who then 
gave out the surveys to special education teachers. After completing the survey, the special 
education teachers returned it to their principals. The principals then returned all 
the completed surveys to Mr. Lin, Po-Chung who then mailed them to the authors at the 
University of Louisville for analysis. 
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For Research Questions 1-7, the items were grouped together to form scales on the basis 
of Martin et al. (1995). The different categories were checked for face validity and minimal 
criteria of reliability to determine if they functioned as a true scale (see Appendix D for scale 
items and respective research questions). Descriptive statistics were then computed. For 
Research Question 8, a correlation matrix was created. Finally, for Research Question 9, multiple 
regression was utilized to examine relationships between demographic variables and teachers’ 
perceptions of the different categories. 

Generalizability 

According to LeCompte and Goetz (1982), reliability and validity of findings are crucial. 
Babbie (1990) notes that “reliability is a matter of whether a particular technique, applied 
repeatedly to the same object, would yield the same result each time” (p. 132). In this study, 
which asks Taiwan special education teachers only questions they are likely to know, about 
special education topics relevant to them, the survey meets those criteria. This technique helps 
create reliable measures. Babbie (1998) notes that “validity refers to the extent to which an 
empirical measure adequately reflects the real meaning of the concept under consideration” (p. 
133). In this study, both face validity and construct validity are relevant. The survey was 
developed to make sense to Taiwanese elementary special education teachers (face validity, 
based on the first author’s long personal experience as a Taiwan special education teacher) and 
consistent with the literature on perceptions of placement decisions by special education teachers 
(construct validity, based on categories from Martin et al. [1995]). 

According to Lecompte and Goetz (1982), most findings from survey design are 
generalized from the sample to population. They noted that “such generalization is warranted 
only where subjects have been sampled randomly from the entire population to which the 
findings are applied” (p. 34). Because of the adequate sample size and return rate, the results of 
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this survey could be generalized to the larger population of special education teachers in Taiwan. 
However, the sample is convenient, not random. But it is approximately a 20% sample (176 in 
Taichung Prefecture out of 723 in central Taiwan) and is a census of 1 of the 5 political areas in 
central Taiwan. Because there is no reason to believe the teachers or schools in Taichung 
prefecture are any different from the other three prefectures or city, and because the census of all 
teachers in Taichung prefecture gives adequate sample size (greater than 100) to avoid random 
fluctuations, then generalizing from the sample (census) of one political area to all of central 
Taiwan should be valid. 

There are 1,904 special education teachers in northern Taiwan, 1,324 special education 
teachers in southern Taiwan and only 266 special education teachers in eastern Taiwan in 
addition to the 723 in central Taiwan. Now the question becomes, how much alike are the 
populations in northern, southern, and eastern Taiwan compared to central Taiwan? Central 
Taiwan is less urban than northern Taiwan and southern Taiwan, more urban than eastern 
Taiwan. Because Taipei city, the capital, is located in northern Taiwan and Kaohsiung city is a 
municipality directly under the central authority located in southern Taiwan, northern and 
southern Taiwan have larger and more urban populations than central and eastern Taiwan. 
However, central Taiwan does have a city and similar prefectures to those in the north and south 
so the three regions are not that dissimilar. Eastern Taiwan teachers would be somewhat more 
rural in their surroundings and schools. 

Furthermore, there are three normal universities and nine normal colleges to train 
teachers for all of Taiwan. All special education teachers graduate from one of the twelve 
programs. The sample has teachers from each of the twelve programs as would also be the case 
for northern, southern, and eastern Taiwan. Educational doctrines and policies of the twelve 
programs are controlled by the Ministry of Education. Thus, the population of elementary special 



education teachers is generally similar across the populations in northern, southern, eastern and 
central Taiwan with regard to curriculum and educational training because of the similarity of the 
12 universities and colleges. While eastern Taiwan is somewhat more rural, the teachers there 
attend the same universities and operate under the same central Ministry of Education as do the 
teachers in the other three regions. It is therefore probably valid to generalize the research 
findings firom the current sample (census) of 176 participating elementary special education 
teachers in Taichung prefecture to all the 4,217 elementary special education teachers in Taiwan. 
Future research could examine data from the four separate regions to confirm or disconfirm this 
claim. 

Results 

The survey was returned by 139 persons, all elementary special education teachers. The 
census of 176 teachers yielded a return rate of 79% for the population of this Central Taiwan 
region. The questions were answered on a five-point Likert scale from 1 (strongly agree) to 5 
(strongly disagree). The results below are organized by research questions. The survey is based 
on Taiwan elementary special education teachers’ perceptions of a range of issues about special 
education. Each issue or topic is represented by a separate research question. (Appendix D shows 
which survey items go with which research question.) 

The questionnaire contained 29 perceptual items plus 10 demographic factors. First, for 
the questions on perceptions, missing data were found for 13 separate items. However, all 
questionnaires returned were deemed usable; one respondent left out three items, six omitted two 
items, 18 surveys were missing one item. The mean value for each item was substituted for each 
missing value (a conservative correction) for A= 139 usable questionnaires for the perceptual 
data. 

Second, for the demographic factors, it was found that there were more questionnaires 
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with missing data. Analysis revealed that 4 questionnaires were returned minus the demographic 
section; these four were thrown out, leaving N= 135. For the missing data on the remaining 
individual questionnaires for demographic items 1-10, the most common response was 
substituted. This decision rule is reasonable for items 1-8, and 10 since these categories all had a 
clearly dominant response. For grade level taught, item # 9, the responses were more evenly 
spread, but the same decision rule was followed for consistency. 

Thus the entire database consists ofN= 135, with any missing data replaced via the two 
decision rules described above. All descriptive statistics and coefficient alpha reliability tests 
were completed on this base of 135. From the original population of 176 elementary special 
education teachers in the Central Taiwan Region, this yielded a 77% return. 

Because the survey items were coded on the 5 -point Likert scale from 1 (strongly agree) 
to 5 (strong disagree), the results in effect are reverse coded (the natural number 5 is larger than 
1). However, for the data pertaining only to the survey questions (all analyses below for 
Research Questions 1-8), the data were analyzed as they were originally recorded on the survey 
(1 is high, 5 is low). For Research Question 9, regarding demographic information, the survey 
questions had to be reverse coded so that larger numbers are positive, consistent with the data 
from the demographic variables. 

Research Question # 1 

Table 1 presents means and standard deviations for Research Question # 1, general 
attitudes about special education. The teachers agreed most strongly with question # 8, M= 1.66. 
The question receiving the least agreement was question # 2, with M= 2.95, a figure essentially 
neutral. The total mean and standard deviation for Research Question # 1 reflected agreement for 
these general issues in special education, 2.39 and SD = 0.58. 
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Table 1 



Taiwan Elementary Special Education Teachers ’ General Attitudes Toward Special Education 
(N = 135) 



Survey 

number 


Question^ 


Mean 


Standard 

deviation 


2 


Too many students are referred for special 
education. 


2.95 


.98 


3 


Some students referred for special education just 
need more help in the regular classroom. 


2.39 


1.02 


8 


Special education students need different 
treatment approaches to be successful. 


1.66 


.65 


13 


The severity of special education students’ 
problems has increased. 


2.56 


.97 


Total*’ 


General attitudes about special education. 


2.39 


.58 



“Question given in shortened form; see Appendix D for full statement of each question. 
'’Question for Total is overall topic. 



Research Question # 2 

Table 2 presents means and standard deviations for Research Question # 2, placement 
alternatives and procedures for special education programs. The teachers agreed most strongly 
with question # 14, M= 2.29. The question receiving the least agreement was question # 6 with 
M= 3.31, very slight disagreement. The overall mean and standard deviation of Research 
Question # 2 were M= 2.78 and SD = 0.49, reflecting slight agreement, but the overall mean is 
deceiving as the respondents agreed with three questions, disagreed with two, and were neutral 
on one. 
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Table 2 



Mean Taiwan Elementary Special Education Teachers ’ Perceptions of Placement Alternatives 
and Procedures for Special Education Programs (N = 135) 



Survey 

number 


Question^ 


Mean 


Standard 

deviation 


1 


The placement alternatives based on lEP recommendations 
are beneficial. 


2.35 


.86 


5 


The testing procedures for students who are referred are 
appropriate. 


2.97 


.88 


6 


The placement alternatives based on IQ scores are 
beneficial. 


3.31 


.97 


7 


Maintaining a special education structure that includes a 
range from inclusive to resource room. 


2.53 


.93 


9 


Most special education students get what they need. 


3.24 


.92 


14 


Sufficient placement options exist. 


2.29 


1.02 


Total’’ 


Placement alternatives and procedures for special education 
programs. 


2.78 


.49 



“Question given in shortened from; see Appendix D for full statement of each question. 



’’Question for Total is overall topic. 



Research Question # 3 

For Research Question #3, schools’ capabilities for accommodating special education 
programs, Table 3 presents means and standard deviations. The teachers agreed most strongly 
with question # 4, M= 2.48. The one question disagreed with was question #15, with M= 3.27 
while question #10 was essentially neutral. The total mean and standard deviation for Research 
Question # 3 showed slight agreement; M= 2.79, SD = 0.59. These questions, however, are 
worded so that agreement implies schools’ capabilities are not adequate to accommodate special 
needs issues fully. It is interesting that the question of dissent (#15) was on financial support 



whereas the other questions focused on procedures and programs as problematic. 

Table 3 

Taiwan Elementary Special Education Teachers ’ Perceptions of Schools ’ Capabilities for 
Accomodating Special EducationPrograms (N = 135) 



Survey 

number 


Question 


Mean 


Standard 

deviation 


4 


It takes too long for students who have completed 
their lEP meeting to be placed. 


2.48 


.82 


10 


Schools are encountering problems that they do not 
have the capacity to handle. 


3.05 


.95 


15 


Special education programs are financially 
overburdened. 


3.27 


1.13 


16 


I am frustrated about administrative procedures as 
impediments to providing services. 


2.61 


.85 


17 


Schools lack available services, physical structures, 
or placement options. 


2.79 


1.03 


18 


Procedural “red tape” and length of process 
interferes with student well being. 


2.52 


.93 


Total'’ 


Schools’ capabilities for accommodating special 
education programs. 


2.79 


.59 



“Question given in shortened form; see Appendix D for full statement of each question. 



'’Question for Total is overall topic. 



Research Question # 4 

The means and standard deviations in Table 4 are for Research Question # 4, the training 
available for working with special education students: (a) Special education personnel? (b) 
Regular teachers? The respondents perceived that special education teachers have better 
preparation, question # 1 1, M= 2.45, compared to regular teachers, question # 12, M= 3.13. The 
overall mean and standard deviation for Research Question # 4 were M= 2.79, SD = 0.61. 
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Table 4 



Taiwan Elementary Special Education Teachers ’ Perceptions of Special Education and Regular 
Teachers ‘ Training for Working with Special Education Students (N = 135) 



Survey 

number 


Question^ 


Mean 


Standard 

deviation 


11 


Special education teachers and consultants working 
with special education students have proper training. 


2.45 


.74 


12 


Regular teachers working with special education 
students have proper training. 


3.13 


.76 


Total*” 


Special education and regular teachers’ training 
available for working with special education students. 


2.79 


.61 



“Question given in shortened form; see Appendix D for ftill statement of each question. 



‘’Question for Total is overall topic. 



Research Question # 5 

Table 5 presents means and standard deviations for Research Question # 5, personal 
control over placement decisions. Very little variation was evident, with two of the three having 
essentially neutral responses, M= 2.93 andM= 3.04 for questions 19 and 20, respectively. 
Quesiton #20, atM= 3.44, suggests these special education teachers disagreed slightly that they 
lacked knowledge about options. The total mean and standard deviation for Research Question # 
5 wereM= 3.14, SD = 0.78. 
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Table 5 



Taiwan Elementary Special Education Teachers ’ Personal Control over Placement Decisions (N 
= 135) 



Survey 

number 


Question 


Mean 


Standard 

deviation 


19 


I have little influence in placement decisions 


2.93 


1.06 


20 


I lack knowledge about options. 


3.44 


.89 


21 


I think that others make the decisions. 


3.04 


1.04 


Totaf 


Teachers’ personal control over placement decisions. 


3.14 


.78 



“Question for Total is overall topic. 



Research Question # 6 

Table 6 presents mean and standard deviation for Research Question # 6, collaboration 
among different groups working in special education. Again, all responses were close to neutral, 
ranging from question # 24, M= 2.90, to question # 23, M= 3.12. The overall mean and standard 
deviation of Research Question # 6 were M= 3.00 and SD = 0.68. 





Table 6 



Taiwan Elementary Special Education Teachers ’ Perceptions of Collaboration among Different 
Groups Working in Special Education (N = 135) 



Survey 

numbers 


Question® 


Mean 


Standard 

deviation 


22 


A lack of collaboration among general and special education 
teachers. 


3.06 


.97 


23 


A lack of collaboration among administrators and teachers. 


3.12 


.90 


24 


A lack of collaboration among parents and teachers. 


2.90 


.94 


25 


A lack of collaboration among other agencies or professionals 
and the school. 


2.93 


.86 


Total"^ 


Collaboration among different groups working in special 
education. 


3.00 


.68 



“Quesiton represents meaning of item; see Appendix D for survey construction. 



"^Question for Total is overall topic. 



Research Question # 7 

For the last topic, support among different groups working in special education (Research 
Question # 7), means and standard deviations are presented in Table 7. The actual questions are 
based on a perceived lack of support. However, once again, Taiwanese elementary special 
education teachers perceived this issue as neutral, with responses ranging from M = 2.96 for 
question # 29 to M= 3.17 for question # 27. The total mean and standard deviation for Research 
Question # 7 was M= 3.07, SD = 0.73. 



Table 7 



Taiwan Elementary Special Education Teachers ' Perceptions of Support among Different groups 



Working 


in Special Education (N = 135) 






Survey 

number 


Question® 


Mean 


Standard 

deviation 


26 


A lack of support among general and special education teachers. 


3.10 


.95 


27 


A lack of support among administrators and teachers. 


3.17 


.87 


28 


A lack of support among parents and teachers. 


3.05 


.95 


29 


A lack of support among other agencies or professionals and the 
school. 


2.96 


.85 


Total^ 


Support among different groups working in special education. 


3.07 


.73 



“Question represents meaning of item; see Appendix D for survey construction. 
^Question for Total is overall topic. 



Research Question # 8 

This question differs from the preceding questions, which reported the perceptions of the 
respondents in seven different categories. Question 8 asks about the relationship among these 
topics. This presumes that each of the seven represents a single dimension and that each 
dimension is somewhat independent of the others. 

In order to determine whether the survey items in each topic actually fit together into a 
single dimension, the authors calculated Cronbach’s (1951) coefficient alpha reliability, which 
represents the internal consistency of the items in each of the categories, in effect whether they 
“hang together” as a scale. The original seven categories were based on the authors’ estimate of 
face validity. 

Table 8 reports Cronbach’s (1951) alpha for each of the seven categories. For Research 
Questions 3,5,6, and 7, Cronbach’s alpha ranged from .67 (RQ3) to .82 (RQ7). Nunnally and 
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Bernstein (1994) suggest that an alpha of .6 or better is sufficient for exploratory research. 
Accordingly, each of these were treated as single composite variables. Each separate item was 
treated as a single variable in Research Questions 1, 2, and 4, where Cronbach’s alpha was below 
.60. For the 3 research questions with alpha less than .6, the composite reliabilities ranged from 
.47 to .49. 

Table 8 



Reliability Characteristics for Composite Survey Topics by Research Question° (N = 135) 



Research 

question 


Scale 

mean 


Standard 

deviation 


Cronbach’s 

alpha 


Number of 
items 


1 


2.39 


.58 


.49 


4 


2 


2.78 


.49 


.47 


6 


3 


2.79 


.59 


.67 


6 


4 


2.79 


.61 


.47 


2 


5 


3.14 


.78 


.69 


3 


6 


3.00 


.68 


.73 


4 


7 


3.07 


.73 


.82 


4 



‘‘See Appendix D for map of questionnaire items to each Research Question. 



Research Question # 8 asks how the perceptions in the seven different areas are related. 
To answer this, the authors constmcted a correlation matrix. For each of Research Questions 3, 

5, 6, and 7, where the alpha reliability was greater than .6, the composite scale mean was 
utilized. For the remaining three research questions, where the survey items did not “scale,” the 
separate item means were utilized. This produced a matrix with 1 6 variables— 4 composite and 1 2 
single survey items. 

Table 9 presents the results of the Pearson Product correlation computations. In general 



the correlations throughout are very low, indicating that Taiwanese special educators’ 
perceptions of issues are not related. A few exceptions have correlations above .3 and include, 
for example, variable 1 (SQ2) with variable 2 (SQ3), .35; variable 3 (SQ8) with variable 12 
(SQl 1), .32. A total of 8 correlations in the full matrix range between .3 and .39. In addition, 
there were three correlations in the A-A9 range: variable 9 (SQ9) with variable 12 (SQl 1), .40; 
variable 1 1 (CAPABIL3) with variable 15 (COLLAB6), .45; and variable 12 (SQl 1) with 
variable 16 (SUPPORT?), .44. Finally, variable 15 (COLLAB6) correlates with variable 16 
(SUPPORT?) at r = .19. (See Appendix D for survey item variables.) 

It is noteworthy that with the exception of the last correlation (COLLAB6 with 
SUPPORT?), there is no pattern among these higher associations. In fact, the individual survey 
items in these stronger correlations typically are not even from the same research question. For 
the .19 correlation between Research Question 6 and Research Question ?, the wording of the 
items was identical except for “collaboration” in RQ6 and “support” in RQ?. 
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Correlation Matrix for Variables in Special Education Teachers ’ Survey (N = 135) 
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13 = SQ12, 14 = Research Question # 5 (CONTROLS), 15 = Research Question # 6 (C0LLAB6), 16 = Research Question # 7 (SUPPORT?). 



Research Question # 9 



Research Question 9 examines the influence of demographic variables on the seven 
factors in Research Questions 1-7. Descriptive statistics for the 10 demographic variables are 
presented first in Tables 10-14. Subsequently, a series of multiple regressions present the 
relationship between the demographic variables and the attitudes about special education topics 
in Research Questions 1-7. 

Descriptive Statistics 

Table 10 gives number and percentages for gender, native bom, and school location. 
There are 107 (79.3%) female special education teachers in central Taiwan. All but one special 
education teacher was bom in Taiwan. The majority (95 or 70.4%) of special education teachers 
served in county schools. 

Table 10 



Gender, Native Born, and School Location Distributions (N — 135) 



Characteristic 




Number 


Percent 




Gender 






Male 




28 


20.7 


Female 




107 


79.3 




Native Bom 






Native bom (Taiwan) 




134 


99.3 


Native bom other than Taiwan 




1 


.7 




School Location 






City school 




35 


25.9 


County school 




95 


70.4 


Parochial school 




5 


3.7 




303, 



Table 1 1 presents age and years of service distributions. There are 52 (38.5%) 
special education teachers in the age 31-40 grouping, the highest percentage. Only 15 
(11.1%) of special education teachers were above 50. For years of service, the distribution ranges 
from a high of 49 (36.3%) with 0-5 years to only 14 (10.4%) serving 1 1-15 years. 

Table 1 1 



Age and Years of Service Distributions (N = 135) 



Year range 




Number 


Percent 




Age 






Age 21-30 




39 


28.9 


Age 3 1-40 




52 


38.5 


Age 41-50 




29 


21.5 


Age > 50 




15 


11.1 




Years of Service 






Service 0-5 




49 


36.3 


Service 6-10 




35 


25.9 


Service 11-15 




14 


10.4 


Service >15 




37 


27.4 




32 



Table 12 presents distributions of marital status and number of children. There are 99 
(73.3%) special education teachers married, the highest percentage. Only 1 of the special 
education teachers is separated or divorced. For the number of children, the distribution ranges 
from a high of 48 (35.6%) without child to only 19 (14.1%) with one child. 

Table 12 



Distributions of Marital Status and Number of Children (N = 135) 



Characteristic 




Number 


Percent 




Marital Status 






Married 




99 


73.3 


Single 




34 


25.2 


Separated 




1 


.7 


Divorced 




1 


.7 




Number of Children 






No child 




48 


35.6 


One child 




19 


14.1 


Two children 




43 


31.9 


> 2 children 




25 


18.5 
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Table 13 gives number and percentages for education level. There are 97 (71.9%) special 
education teachers with a bachelor’s degree, the highest percentage. Only 5 (3.7%) special 
education teachers obtained the master’s level. No special education teachers hold the doctoral 
degree. In Taiwan, a number of older teachers hold the certification level (24.4%), which means 
that they have completed the equivalent of a five-year institute following middle school; this 
included the equivalent of three years of secondary school and a two-year post secondary 
program. 

Table 13 



Distribution of Educational Level (N = 1S5) 



Education level 


Number 


Percent 


Certification 


33 


24.4 


Bachelor’s degree 


97 


71.9 


Masters 


5 


3.7 


Doctorate 


0 


0 



Table 14 presents distributions of teaching grade levels and special education 
classification. The highest number (83 or 31.1%) of special education teachers were in second 
grade. Only 25 (9.4%) were teaching sixth grade. However, some special education teachers 
serve more than one grade level so that the total in Table 14 exceeds 77 of 135. For classification, 
the distribution ranges from a high of 73 (25.0%) special education teachers in the mental 
retardation area (mild, moderate, and severe) to only 1 each (.3%) in the emotional behavioral 
disorders and visual impairment areas. Again, special education teachers typically hold more 
than one classification, particularly for working with the mentally handicapped where Mild 
Mental, Moderate Mental, and Severe Mental Retardation levels are considered as one 
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classification. 



Table 14 



Distributions of Teaching Grade Levels and Special Education Classification 



Characteristic 


Number 


Percent 


First grade 


Teaching Grade Level 
49 


18.4 


Second grade 


83 


31.1 


Third grade 


46 


17.2 


Fourth grade 


33 


12.4 


Fifth grade 


31 


11.6 


Sixth grade 


25 


9.4 


Total 


267 


100.0 


Special Education Classification 
Emotional and Behavioral Disorders 1 


0.3 


Mild Mental Retardation^ 


73 


25.0 


Moderate Mental Retardation^ 


73 


25.0 


Severe Mental Retardation^ 


73 


25.0 


Hearing Impairment 


7 


2.4 


Learning Disabilities 


12 


4.1 


Gifted and Talented 


9 


3.1 


Visual Impairment 


1 


0.3 


Multi-Handicapped 


4 


1.4 


Other 


39 


13.4 


Total 


292 


100.0 
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{table continues) 



Table 14. {continued) 

Note. N= 135; totals are more than 135 because multiple categories were marked. Percentages 
are calculated on total categories recorded. 

“For Special Education Classification, the categories of Mild, Moderate, and Severe 
Mental Retardation are combined into one classification in Taiwan. Teachers certified in 
that area checked all three on the survey. 



Regressions 

Research Question # 9 asks about the relationship between the demographic variables and 
the attitudes in the survey represented in Research Questions 1-7. This second part of Research 
Question # 9 presents the actual regressions of the demographics on the dependent variables 
(Research Questions 1-7). 

Consistent with results of Research Question # 8, of the 7 separate research questions, 
only Research Questions 3, 5, 6, and 7 had alpha > .6. These 4 were treated as a single dependent 
variable. For Research Questions 1, 2, and 4, the separate survey items were each treated as a 
dependent variable. The resulting 16 dependent variables are listed in the notes for Table 9, 
ordered by the original research questions-four composite “scales,” plus 1 2 single survey items 
from the other three research questions. 

The independent variables for each of the 16 regressions were the demographic factors 
presented in Table 10-14. The same set of operational definitions for these demographic 
variables was utilized for all 16 regressions. Although Tables 10-14 contained 10 separate 
demographic variables, only nine were used in this study. For Native Bom, only 1 of 135 was not 
native bom, so this variable was eliminated. These operational definitions are attached at 
Appendix D. 
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All multiple regressions involved a two-step process. Step 1 utilized stepwise regression 
(Model 1) that contained eight of the nine remaining demographic variables. Model 2 
represented the ninth factor, School Location, coded as a dummy variable. For Model 2 the 
regression was simultaneous with forced entry of the location dummy variables along with any 
of the significant predictors from Model 1. This two-step process was followed for all 16 
regressions, which collectively represented the survey responses for Research Questions 1-7. 
(See Appendix D for codings for variable labels.) 

In the results that follow, some of the regressions were non-significant. For these 
variables, the actual correlations between the dependent variable and each of the predictor 
variables are presented. The regression is presented if the overall F ratio was significant. 

Research Question # 1. This question focused on general attitudes toward education 
(see Table 1). Because the Cronbach’s alpha for the four items was less than .6, each of the 
survey items is treated as a separate dependent variable. Tables 15-18 present the findings for 
these four survey items. 

Table 15 presents the correlations for each independent variable with survey Question 2 
(SQ2) on referring too many students for special education. There associations are all very low, 
from .003 for the special educators’ teaching classification to .1 18 for Location 2 (county 
schools). The stepwise regression for Model 1 was nonsignificant. Likewise, when the 2 
dummy variables for school location were entered into the regression equation for Model 2, 
neither was significant (F= 1.612,/? = .203). Thus for SQ2, none of the demographic variables 
were related to this item. 
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Table 15 



Correlations between the Dependent Variable SQ2 and Predictors (N = 135) 



Predictors 


r 


GENDER“ 


-.048 


AGE 


.008 


MARITAL 


.101 


CHILDREN 


-.022 


EDUCATION 


-.024 


SERVICE 


-.044 


GRADE 


-.085 


CLASSIFY 


.003 


LOCATE 1 


-.006 


LOCATE 2 


-.118 



Note. SQ2 represents the statement “I think too many students are referred for special 



education.” 

“See Appendix D for operational definitions of variables. 



Table 16 presents the correlations for SQ3 (“Some students referred for special education 
just need more help in the regular classroom”). Again the independent variables demonstrated 
essentially no relation to this item, with gender having the strongest correlation at .129. The 
stepwise regression for Model 1 was nonsignificant. When the 2 dummy variables were entered 
into the Model 2 regression, neither was significant (F= 1.043,/? = .355). 

Table 17 presents the correlations for the demographic factors and SQ8 (“Special 
education students need different treatment approaches to be successful”), indicating that again 
the regressions— both Model 1 and the 2 dummy variables in Model2— were non significant (F = 
.273, p = .762). As before, the correlations range from very low (Years of Service, negative) to 
negligible). 
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Table 16 



Correlations between Dependent Variable SQ3 and Predictors (N - 135) 



Predictors 


r 


GENDER“ 


.129 


AGE 


.028 


MARITAL 


-.031 


CHILDREN 


-.004 


EDUCATION 


.093 


SERVICE 


.006 


GRADE 


-.112 


CLASSIFY 


-.071 


LOCATE I 


.091 


LOCATE 2 


-.118 


Note. SQ3 represents the statement “I think that some students who are referred for special 


education just need more help in the regular classroom.” 


“See Appendix D for operational definitions of variables. 



Table 17 

Correlations between Dependent Variable SQ8 and Predictors (N - 135) 


Predictors 


r 


GENDER“ 


.135 


AGE 


-.073 


MARITAL 


-.058 


CHILDREN 


-.094 


EDUCATION 


.075 


SERVICE 


-.151 


GRADE 


-.090 


CLASSIFY 


.044 


LOCATE 1 


.057 


LOCATE 2 


-.064 



Note. SQ8 represents the statement, “I think special education students need different 



treatment approaches to be successful.” 

“See Appendix D for operational definition of variables. 



Table 18 presents the correlations for SQ13 (“The severity of special education students’ 
problems has increased”) and the demographic variables, all of which had extremely low 
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associations, less than .1. The non-significant regressions for Model 1 and Model 2 reflect this 



lack of relationships (F= .015,p = .985). 

Table 18 

Correlations between Dependent Variable SQ13 and Predictors (N = 135) 



Predictors 


r 


GENDERS 


.030 


AGE 


.090 


MARITAL 


-.024 


CHILDREN 


.024 


EDUCATION 


-.060 


SERVICE 


.095 


GRADE 


-.057 


CLASSIFY 


.082 


LOCATE 1 


.014 


LOCATE 2 


-.011 



Note. SQ13 represents the statement, “I think that the severity of special education students’ 



problems has increased.” 

^See Appendix D for operational definitions of variables. 



Research Question # 2. This topic addressed placement alternatives and procedures for 
special education programs (see Table 2). Because Cronbach’s alpha for the six items was less 
than .6, each of the survey items is treated as a separate dependent variable. 

Table 19 indicates that the stepwise regression for Model 1 was significant (F = 4.706, p 
= .032) where being married means greater agreement. However the adjusted ^ is minimal at 
.027. When the 2 location dummy variables were added into the equation in Model 2, neither 
was significant; Marital Status remains a significant predictor, even though the overall ANOVA 
for Model 2 is not significant (F= 1.696, p = .171). Thus for SQl (“The placement alternatives 
based on lEP recommendations are beneficial”), only Marital Status among the demographic 
variables was related. 
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Table 19 



Regression of the Dependent Variable SQl on the Demographic Variables (N = 135) 







Model 1 


Model 2 






Multiple R 




.185 


.193 






R Square 




.034 


.037 






Adjusted R Square 


.027 


.015 






Standard Error 




.8596 


.8647 






Analysis of Variance 














Sum of Squares 


df 


Mean Square 


Model 1; MARITAL“ 










Regression 




3.477 


1 


3. Ml 




Residual 




98.278 


133 


.739 




Total 




101.755 


134 






F= 4.706 




Significant F = .032 








Model 2: MARITAL, 


LOCATE 








Regression 




3.804 


3 


1.268 




Residual 




97.951 


131 


.748 




Total 




101.755 


134 






F= 1.696 




Significant F = . 1 7 1 








Variables in the Eauation 








Variable 


B 


SEB 


Beta 


t 


Sig/ 


Model 1 












Constant 


3.361 


.143 




23.460 


.000 


MARITAL 


.363 


.167 


.185 


2.169 


.032 


Model 2 












Constant 


3.185 


.400 




7.969 


.000 


MARITAL 


.358 


.169 


.182 


2.122 


.036 


LOCATE 1 


.244 


.414 


.123 


.590 


.556 


LOCATE 2 


.165 


.397 


.087 


.416 


.678 


Note. SQl represents the statement, “I think that the placement alternates based on 



recommendations are beneficial.” 



“See Appendix D for operational definitions of variables. 
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Table 20 



Regression of the Dependent Variable SQ5 on the Demographic Variables (N = 135) 





Model 1 


Model 2 






Multiple R 


.253 


.264 






R Square 


.064 


.070 






Adjusted R Square 


.057 


.048 






Standard Error 


.8551 


.8589 






Analvsis of Variance 












Sum of Squares 


df 


Mean Square 


Model 1: GENDER" 
Regression 


6.644 


1 


6.644 




Residual 


97.242 


133 


.731 




Total 


103.886 


134 






F= 9.087 


Significant F = .003 








Model 2: GENDER, LOCATE 








Regression 


7.238 


3 


2.413 




Residual 


96.648 


131 


.738 




Total 


103.886 


134 






F= 3.270 


Significant F = .023 








Variables in the Eauation 








Variable B 

Model 1 


SEB 


Beta 


t 


Sigt 


Constant 4.010 


.334 




12.021 


.000 


GENDER -.547 

Model 2 


.182 


-.253 


-3.014 


.003 


Constant 4.188 


.505 




8.289 


.000 


GENDER -.549 


.182 


-.254 


-3.011 


.003 


LOCATE 1 -8.629E-02 .411 


-.043 


-.210 


.834 


LOCATE 2 -.217 


.394 


-.113 


-.550 


.583 


Note. SQ5 represents the statement, “I think the testing procedures for students who are referred 


are appropriate.” 










"See Appendix for operational definitions of variables. 







Table 20 indicates that the stepwise regression for Model 1 was significant {F= 9.087,/? 
= .003). Gender is the significant variable; the negative correlation indicates that males (coded 1) 
are more likely to agree with the question than females (coded 2), but with minimal effect size of 
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.057. Model 2 shows that only Gender is significant when adding the 2 dummy location variables 
into the regression equation, but location lowers the overall significance (F = 3.270, p = .023), 
and the effect size in Model 2 is smaller than in Model 1 . Thus for SQ5 (“The testing procedures 
for students who are referred are appropriate”), GENDER has a weak negative effect. 

Table 21 indicates that having children was significant (F= 13.915,/? < .001) in the 
stepwise regression for Model 1. The Adjusted is 8.8%, a weak effect but the strongest 
among any of the Model 1 regressions. When the 2 location dummy variables were entered into 
the regression equation for Model 2, the overall ANOVA remains significant (F= 6.420,/? < 
.001). In this instance, having children and both of the location dummies were significant, 
although for both working in city schools and in county schools (as compared to parochial, i.e., 
rural, schools), the relationship was negative. The Model 2 effect size was .108, the highest for 
the entire survey. SQ6 (“The placement alternatives based on IQ scores are beneficial”) thus 
demonstrated an unusual relationship to location and a weak but perhaps meaningful connection 
to number of children. 
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Table 21 



Regression of the Dependent Variable SQ6 on the Demographic Variables (N = 135) 





Model 1 


Model 2 








Multiple R 


.038 


.358 








R Square 


.095 


.128 








Adjusted R Square 


.088 


.108 








Standard Error 


.9295 


.9191 








Analvsis of Variance 














Sum of Squares 


df 


Mean Square 




Model 1: CHILDREN^ 


1 










Regression 


12.023 


1 




12.023 




Residual 


114.911 


133 




.864 




Total 


126.933 


134 








F= 13.915 


Significant F < .00 1 










Model 2: CHILDREN, LOCATE 










Regression 


16.270 


3 




5.423 




Residual 


110.664 


131 




.845 




Total 


126.933 


134 








F= 6.420 


Significant F < .001 










Variables in the Equation 










Variable 


B 


SEB 


Beta 


t 


Sig/ 


Model 1 












Constant 


2.079 


.182 




11.423 


.000 


CHILDREN 


.261 


.070 


.308 


3.730 


.000 


Model 2 


2.947 


.449 




6.564 


.000 


CHILDREN 


.251 


.069 


.296 


3.613 


.000 


LOCATE 1 


-.985 


.440 


-.445 


-2.238 


.027 


LOCATE 2 


-.837 


.422 


-.394 


-1.982 


.050 



Note. SQ6 represents the statement “I think that the placement alternatives based on IQ scores 



are beneficial.” 

“See Appendix D for operational definitions of variables. 
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Table 22 gives the correlations for SQ7 (“I like maintaining a special education structure 
that includes a range from inclusive to resource room”), indicating Model 1 and Model 2 were 
non significant, ANOVA of F= 1.095, /? = .338. The demographic predictors all have very low 
to negligible associations with LOCATE2 (county schools) the highest at r = -.123. 

Table 22 

Correlations between the Dependent Variable SQ7 and Predictors (N = 135) 



Predictors 


r 


GENDER® 


.005 


AGE 


.046 


MARITAL 


.110 


CHILDREN 


.012 


EDUCATION 


-.077 


SERVICE 


.036 


GRADE 


-.040 


CLASSIFY 


-.026 


LOCATE 1 


.099 


LOCATE 2 


-.123 



Note. SQ7 represents the statement, “I like maintaining a special education structure that 



includes a range from inclusive to resource room.” 

“See Appendix D for operational definitions of variables. 



Table 23 indicates that the stepwise regression for Model 1 was nonsignificant, but Model 
2 with the location dummy variables was significant {F= 3.885, p = .023). Again, the relationship 
for city and county schools was negative, although the effect size was small at .041. The topic for 



SQ9 was “Most special education students get what they need.” 

Table 23 

Regression of the Dependent Variable SQ9 on the Demographic Variables (N = 135) 



Model 2 

Multiple R .236 

R Square .056 

Adjusted R Square .041 

Standard Error .8989 

Analysis of Variance 





Sum of Squares 


df 


Mean Square 




Regression 


6.278 


2 




3.139 




Residual 


106.656 


132 




.808 




Total 


112.933 


134 








F=3.885 


Significant F = 0.23 










Variables in the Eauation 










Variable 


B 


SEB 


Beta 


t 


Sig t 


Constant 


3.800 


.402 




9.453 


.000 


LOCATE 1 


-.971 


.430 


-.465 


-2.260 


.025 


LOCATE 2 


-1.126 


.412 


-.562 


-2.731 


.007 



Note. SQ9 represents the statement, “I think that most special education students get what they 
need.” 

“See Appendix D for operational definitions of variables. 



Table 24 indicates that the stepwise regression for Model 1 was significant (F= 5.981,p 
= .016) where being married means greater agreement. However the adjusted is minimal at 
.036. When the 2 dummy variables were entered into the regression equation for Model 2, 
neither was significant (F= 2.098, p = .104). Thus for SQ14 (“Sufficient placement options 
exist”), only Marital Status among the demographic variables was significantly related. 
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Table 24 



Regression of the Dependent Variable SQM on the Demographic Variables (N = 135) 





Model 1 


Model 2 






Multiple R 


.207 


.214 






R Square 


.043 


.046 






Adjusted R Square 


.036 


.024 






Standard Error 


1.0027 


1.0088 






Analvsis of Variance 












Sum of Squares 


df 


Mean Square 


Model 1: MARITAL^ 










Regression 


6.014 


1 


6.014 




Residual 


133.720 


133 


1.005 




Total 


139.733 


134 






F= 5.981 


Significant F = .016 








Model 2: MARITAL, LOCATE 








Regression 


6.407 


3 


2.136 




Residual 


133.326 


131 


1.018 




Total 


139.733 


134 






F= 2.098 


Significant F = .104 








Variables in the Equation 








Variable B 


SEB 


Beta 


t 


Sigt 


Model 1 










Constant 3.361 


.167 




20.112 


.000 


MARITAL .477 


.195 


.207 


2.446 


.016 


Model 2 










Constant 3.117 


.466 




6.685 


.000 


MARITAL .471 


.197 


.205 


2.395 


.018 


LOCATE 1 .218 


.483 


.094 


.452 


.652 


LOCATE 2 .272 


.464 


.122 


.587 


.558 



Note. SQ14 represents the statement, “I think that sufficient placement options exist.” 



See Appendix D for operational definitions of variables. 



Research Question # 3. The topic for this question is schools’ capabilities for 
accommodating special education programs (see Table 3). Because the Cronbach’s alpha for the 
six items is .67, the survey items are treated as a single composite variable. 

Table 25 indicates that the stepwise regression for Model 1 was significant (F= 4.708,/? 
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= .032). Grade Level Taught is the significant variable; the negative beta indicates that teachers 
who service fewer different grade levels agree more strongly, but with minimal effect size of 
.027. When the 2 dummy variables were entered into the regression equation, the Model 2 
regression is nonsignificant (F= 1.610,/? = .190). Thus for schools’ capabilities for 
accommodating special education programs (6 separate items), the composite scale (CAP ABELS) 
had a weak, negative relationship to Grade Level Taught. But the questions for this topic are 
negatively worded. Agreement means that the schools lack capability to accommodate special 
education programs adequately. Thus, in this case the special education teachers who serve 
fewer grade levels are slightly more concerned about problems and procedures for programmatic 
adequacy than those who serve more grade levels. 
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Table 25 



Regression of the Dependent Variable CAPABIL3 on the Demographic Variables (N = 135) 





Model 1 




Model 2 




Multiple R 


.185 




.189 




R Square 


.034 




.036 




Adjusted R Square .027 




.013 




Standard Error 


.5747 




.5786 




Analvsis of Variance 










Sum of Squares 


df 


Mean Square 


Model 1: GRADE“ 








Regression 


1.555 


1 


1.555 




Residual 


43.924 


133 


.330 




Total 


45.479 


134 






F= 4.708 


Significant F= .032 








Model 2: GRADE, LOCATE 1, LOCATE 2 








Regression 


1.617 


3 


.539 




Residual 


43.862 


131 


.335 




Total 


45.479 


134 






F= 1.610 


Significant F = .190 








Variables in the Equation 








Variable 


B SEB 


Beta 


t 


Sigt 


Model 1 










Constant 


3.345 .082 




40.831 


.000 


GRADE 


-7.164E-02 .033 


-.185 


-2.170 


.032 


Model 2 










Constant 


3.256 .280 




11.615 


.000 


GRADE 


-6.959E-02 .034 


-.180 


-2.065 


.041 


LOCATE 1 


.111 .280 


.084 


.398 


.692 


LOCATE 2 


7.935E-02 .269 


.062 


.295 


.768 



Note. CAPABIL3 represents Research Question # 3, Schools’ capabilities for accommodating 
special education programs. See Appendix D for survey questions for this topic. 

“See Appendix D for operational definition of variables. 



Research Question # 4. This topic investigated teachers’ training available for working 
with special education students (see Table 4). Because the Cronbach’s alpha for the two items 
was less than .6, each of the survey items is treated as a separate dependent variable. 
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Table 26 



Correlations between the Dependent Variable SQll and Predictors (N = 135) 



Predictors 


r 


GENDER“ 


-.041 


AGE 


-.073 


MARITAL 


-.029 


CHILDREN 


-.041 


EDUCATION 


-.034 


SERVICE 


.013 


GRADE 


.071 


CLASSIFY 


-.020 


LOCATE 1 


.065 


LOCATE 2 


-.134 



Note. SQl 1 represents the statement, “I think that special education teachers and consultants 



working with special education students have proper training.” 

“See Appendix D for operational definitions of variables. 

None of the variables from the stepwise regression were significant for Model 1, nor was 
Model 2 with the location dummy variables entered (F= 2.551, p = .081). Thus Table 26 gives 
instead the correlations for SQl 1 {“Special education teachers and consultants working with 
special education students have proper training”) and the demographic predictors, ranging very 
low to essentially random. Location 2 (county schools) was the strongest at r = -.134. 

For SQl 2, Table 27 indicates that the stepwise regression for Model 1 was significant {F 
= 5.092, = .026). Children is the significant variable, coded as an ordinal variable with more 
children being high. The negative correlation means that having fewer children produces greater 
agreement with the statement that regular education teachers are adequately trained, but with 
minimal effect size of .030. When the 2 dummy variables were entered into the regression 
equation for Model 2, the overall significance increases, one of the few instances among the 
entire set of regressions in which the location dummy variables add to the Adjusted but still a 
small effect size of .064. For this ANOVA (F= 4.052,/? = .009), having children and both of the 



location dummies were significant but in the negative direction. Again both city and county 
teachers were less likely to agree compared to the parochial (rural) teachers. Thus SQ12 (“I think 
regular teachers working with special education students have proper training”) is negatively 
related for both number of children and school location. 
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Table 27 



Regression of the Dependent Variable SQl 2 on the Demographic Variables (N = 135) 





Model 1 




Model 2 




Multiple R 


.192 




.291 




R Square 


.037 




.085 




Adjusted Square .030 




.064 




Standard Error 


.7460- 




.7327 




Analvsis of Variance 










Sum of Squares 


df 


Mean Square 


Model 1: CHILDREN 








Regression 


2.834 


1 


2.175 




Residual 


74.025 


133 


.537 




Total 


76.859 


134 






F= 5.092 


Significant F = .009 








Model 2: CHILDREN, LOCATE 1, LOCATE 2 






Regression 


6.526 


3 


2.175 




Residual 


70.333 


131 


.537 




Total 


76.859 


134 






F= 4.052 


Significant F = .009 








Variables in the 


Equation 








Variable 


B SEB 


Beta 


t 


Sigt 


Model 1 










Constant 


3.170 .146 




21.701 


.000 


CHILDREN 


-.127 .056 


-.192 


-2.256 


.026 


Model 2 










Constant 


3.956 .358 




11.052 


.000 


CHILDREN 


-.137 .055 


-.207 


-2.471 


.015 


LOCATE 1 


-.912 .351 


-.530 


-2.598 


.010 


LOCATE 2 


-.747 .336 


-.452 


-2.222 


.028 



Note. SQl 2 represents the statement, “I think that regular teachers working with special 



education students have proper training.” 

^See Appendix D for operation definitions of variable. 



Research Question # 5. This question examined teachers’ personal control over 
placement decisions (see Table 5). Because the Cronbach’s alpha for the three items is .69, the 
survey items are treated as a single composite variable. 



Table 28 presents the findings for the composite Research Question #5 (3 items) on 
teacher’s personal control over placement decisions. This is the only regression in the entire set 
in which more than one of the factors was significant in the stepwise procedure prior to the 
forced entry of the location dummy variables. This results in three models overall. For Model 1 
(F= 4.688,/? = .032), Grade Level Taught is the significant factor, but negatively related (fewer 
grades taught, more agreement); however, the adjusted is minimal at .027. Both grade level 
and Years of Service were significant (both negatively so) in the stepwise regression for Model 2 
(F = 5. 1 1 8, /? = .007), with adjusted increasing to .058. When the 2 dummy variables were 
entered into the regression equation for Model 3, neither is significant and the overall ANOVA 
drops in significance (F = 3 .03 1 , /? = .020). Thus only the number of grades taught and years of 
service were significant, and both were inversely related for these special education teachers’ 
sense of their control over placement decisions. 
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Table 28 



Regression of the Dependent Variable CONTROLS on the Demographic Variables (N = 135) 





Model 1 


Model 2 


Model 3 




Multiple R 


.185 


.268 


.292 




R Square 


.034 


.072 


.085 




Adjusted R Square .027 


.058 


.057 




Standard Error 


.7719 


.7595 


.7598 




Analysis of Variance 










Sum of Squares 


df 


Mean Square 


Model 1: GRADE" 








Regression 


2.793 


1 


2.793 




Residual 


79.252 


133 


.596 




Total 


82.045 


134 






F = 4.688 


Significant F= .032 






Model 2: GRADE, SERVICE 








Regression 


5.904 


2 


2.952 




Residual 


76.141 


132 


.577 




Total 


82.045 


134 






F=5.118 


Significant F = .007 








Model 3: GRADE, SERVICE, LOCATE I, LOCATE 2 






Regression 


7.000 


4 


1.750 




Residual 


75.046 


130 


.577 




Total 


82.045 


134 






F=3.031 


Significant F = .020 








Variables in the 


Equation 








Variable 


B SEB 


Beta 


t 


Sigt 


Model 1 










Constant 


3.055 .110 




27.761 


.000 


GRADE 


-9.602E-02 .044 


-.185 


-2.165 


.032 


Model 2 










Constant 


3.365 .172 




19.557 


.000 


GRADE 


-.108 .044 


-.207 


-2.452 


.016 


SERVICE 


-.126 .054 


-.196 


-2.322 


.022 


Model 3 










Constant 


2.922 .411 




7.101 


.000 


GRADE 


-9.736E-02 .045 


-.187 


-2.180 


.031 


SERVICE 


1 

o 


-.179 


-2.092 


.038 


LOCATE 1 


.495 .372 


.278 


1.331 


.185 


LOCATE 2 


.383 .356 


.224 


1.075 


.284 



{table continues) 




53 



54 



Table 28. {continued) 

Note. CONTROLS represents Research Question # 5, Teachers’ personal control over 
Placement decisions. See Appendix D for survey questions for this topic. 

“See Appendix D for operational definitions of variables. 

Research Question # 6. The topic for this question is school collaboration among 
different groups working in special education (see Table 6). Cronbach’s alpha for the four items 
is .73; accordingly a single composite variable represents the research question. Table 29 
indicates that in the stepwise regression for Model 1 , grade level taught was significant (F - 
3.953, p- .049). However, the number of grades taught is negatively associated and the effect 
size is a very minimal .022. When the 2 dummy variables were entered into the regression 
equation, the ANOVA is nonsignificant (F -2.176, p - .094). Thus for COLLAB6, the number 
of grade levels taught has minimal influence and is negatively correlated with the perceived level 
of collaboration among general and special education teachers in the school. 



Table 29 



Regression of the Dependent Variable C0LLAB6 on the Demographic Variables (N = 135) 







Model 1 




Model 2 




Multiple R 




.170 




.218 




R Square 




.029 




.047 




Adjusted R Square 


.022 




.026 




Standard Error 




.6742 




.6728 




Analvsis of Variance 














Sum of Squares 


df 


Mean Square 


Model 1: GRADE“ 










Regression 




1.797 


1 


1.797 




Residual 




60.460 


133 


.455 




Total 




62.257 


134 






F= 3.953 




Significant F = .049 








Model 2: GRADE, LOCATE 1, LOCATE 2 








Regression 




2.955 


3 


.985 




Residual 




59.301 


131 


.453 




Total 




62.257 


134 






F = 2.176 




Significant F = .094 








Variables in the Equation 








Variable 


B 


SEB 


Beta 


t 


Sigt 


Model 1 












Constant 


3.150 


.096 




32.772 


.000 


GRADE 


-7.702E-02 .039 


-.170 


-1.988 


.049 


Model 2 












Constant 


2.676 


.326 




8.210 


.000 


GRADE 


-6.694-02 .039 


-.148 


-1.709 


.090 


LOCATE 1 


.521 


.326 


.336 


1.599 


.112 


LOCATE 2 


.452 


.313 


.304 


1.448 


.150 



Note. C0LLAB5 represents Research Question #6, collaboration among different groups 
working in special education. See Appendix D for survey questions for this topic. 

“See Appendix D for operational definitions of variables. 
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Research Question # 7. This question investigated school support (actually lack thereof) 
among different groups working in special education (see Table 7). Cronbach’s alpha for the four 
items is .82, resulting in a single composite variable. Table 30 indicates that Education Level was 
significant in the stepwise regression for Model 1 (i^= 4.365,/? = .039), although the adjusted 
is small at .024. When the 2 dummy variables were entered into the Model 2 regression equation, 
the ANOVA is nonsignificant (F = 2.1 84,/? = .093). Thus for the composite Research Question # 
7 on support among different groups working in special education, among all the demographic 
variables, only the educational level of special education teachers has a relationship, with 
minimal effect. 





Table 30 



Regression of the Dependent Variable SUPPORT? on the Demographic Variables (N = 135) 



Model 1 



Multiple/? .178 

R Square .032 

Adjusted R Square .024 

Standard Error .7204 



Analysis of Variance 

Sum of Squares df 

Model 1: EDUCATION" 

Regression 2.265 1 

Residual 69.072 133 

Total 71.292 134 

F= 4.365 Significant F= .039 

Model 2: EDUCATION, LOCATE 1, LOCATE 2 
Regression 3.395 3 

Residual 67.897 131 

Total 71.292 134 

F= 2.184 Significant F= .093 



Model 2 
.218 
.048 
.026 
.7199 



Mean Square 

2.265 

.519 



1.132 

.518 



Variables in the Equation 



Variable 


B 


SEB 


Beta 


t 


Sigt 


Model 1 


Constant 


2.457 


.236 




10.416 


.000 


Education 


.265 


.127 


.178 


2.089 


.039 


Model 2 


Constant 


2.023 


.395 




5.124 


.000 


Education 


.265 


.127 


.178 


2.090 


.039 


LOCATE 1 


.507 


.344 


.306 


1.473 


.143 


LOCATE 2 


.431 


.330 


.111 


1.305 


.194 



Note. SUPPORT7 represents Research Question #7, support among different groups working in 



special education. See Appendix D for survey questions for this topic. 



"See Appendix D for operational definitions of variables. 



Discussion 

Analysis 

The findings of this study cover two broad areas. First are the results for the 29-item 
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survey on special educational placement decisions and other topics, divided into the seven topics 
representing Research Questions 1-7. Second, a series of multiple regressions related 
demographic factors to the attitudes and perceptions of these special education teachers for the 
seven topics in the survey. The analysis addresses these two areas in turn. 

Perceptions of Special Education 

Research Questions 1-7 represent the perceptions of Taiwanese elementary special 
education teachers for seven issues. However, the division of the 29 survey items into the seven 
topics was not as clear-cut as anticipated. Research Question #8 examined the “scale” reliability 
of the groupings. Only Research Questions 3, 5, 6, and 7 had coefficient alpha above .6, 
considered adequate for exploratory research according to Nunnally and Bernstein (1994). 
Specific results for each topic and the actual items are given in Tables 1-7. 

The results for these seven topics (based on a 5-point Likert scale) revealed that these 
Taiwanese elementary special education teachers were: (1) generally in agreement that special 
education students need extra help for their problems, (2) generally positive regarding placement 
alternatives for special education students, but somewhat negative toward use of IQ scores and 
the actual effects of placements for students, (3) somewhat favorable regarding schools’ 
capabilities for accommodating special education programs, (4) split in their views of the quality 
of training for special needs children— positive for special education teachers, slightly negative 
for regular teachers, (5) essentially neutral regarding their own involvement in placement 
decisions, (6) neutral regarding collaboration among different professionals who work with 
special needs children, and (7) neutral regarding support among various groups working in 
special education. 

These results need to be viewed in terms of the paucity of research on special education 
in Taiwan. Because so little actual empirical research has been conducted, these findings 
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generally constitute benchmarks for these topics. Previous work in Taiwan has focused on 
general commentary about compliance or participation rates (e.g., Wu et ah, 1998), but empirical 
studies on a specific topic are unavailable. 

From a comparative perspective, research in the United States does not provide 
equivalent information. A given study in the U.S. tends to be very narrow, addressing one 
particular special education category, stakeholder group, type of delivery system, specific 
problem, or a particular methodological approach. Progress for the various sub-fields comes 
from the accumulation of findings across many studies. The results of any given study represent 
a minute piece of the larger field of research. For example, the study by Martin et al. (1995), the 
research upon which the current study was modeled, focused upon a specific category of special 
needs (EBD), looked only at placement decisions, tapped the perspective of teachers, and used a 
particular methodology (focus groups). 

But this level of detail was not warranted in Taiwan; rather than an exact replication of 
the Martin et al. (1995) study, a survey of general attitudes about special education issues within 
the context of a specific political jurisdiction constituted knowledge far more useful to 
Taiwanese educators and policymakers. In this study, the survey results reported here (Tables 1- 
7) represent Taiwanese elementary special education teachers’ perceptions of seven general 
topics. The data often constitute the only extant research on a given issue. In that regard, the 
challenge is for researchers to supplement these findings with other empirical work so that 
special education in Taiwan can be addressed from a stronger knowledge base. 

Influence of Demographic Factors 

“Demography is destiny.” Perhaps no statement about social class in the U.S. could 
evoke more controversy than the assertion that stratification-related factors determine one’s 
place in the world. After all, immigrants by the millions came to start a new life, to have a 
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chance to be free, and to achieve the American Dream of economic success. America is 
perceived as the land of social mobility where the individual can “make it” depending on his/her 
hard work, ability, and success in school. 

Yet the reality in the U.S. is extremes of wealth and poverty, differences in status among 
different ethnic/racial groups, and a school system in which these family background factors 
have a strong influence on student achievement, so much so that the “conventional wisdom” 
based on the Coleman Report (Coleman et al., 1966) and for years afterward was that “schools 
cannot make a difference.” It is now recognized that the quality of schools does affect school 
success significantly, over and above the family backgrounds of the students. For example, 
Berliner and Biddle (1995, Chapters 2-3), addressing both research and theory, conclude 
unequivocally that the conventional wisdom was wrong; the school effectiveness (Levine & 
Lezotte, 1990) and teacher effectiveness (Brophe & Good, 1986) fields document the powerful 
influence of the school learning climate and instructional quality, respectively; and studies of 
class size (Finn, 2002) and school resources (Greenwald, Hedges, & Laine, 1996) demonstrate 
how much school funding can affect achievement. 

Having said this, it is critical to understand the limits of these positive findings about 
school and teacher effects. These studies represent what can be done when instruction is high 
quality and extra resources are spent wisely. But there is nothing in these studies that negates the 
current reality of schooling in America: as most schools operate today, socio-demographic 
factors continue to have weak to moderate effects on individual level achievement and moderate 
to exceptionally strong influence at the level of the school. The continued existence of the black- 
white test score gap and its recent emergence as one of the most important fields of research in 
education certainly confirms this (see Jencks & Phillips, 1998; Ogbu, 2003). But race is by no 
means the only issue. In fact, in a recent study of a large urban district, seven socio-demographic 
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factors accounted for 91% of the variance between schools on several of the accountability 
measures in Kentucky’s standards-based reform model (Moore, 2003), and social class related 
measures were by far the most prominent. 

These influences are so consistent in the U.S that it is routine to examine social factors 
for their effects on school performance. This statement holds for special education as well. As 
far back as the 1970s (see the review by Suzuki & Valencia, 2001) and continuing into the 1980s 
(Carlson & Stephens, 1986; Prieto & Zucker, 1981), race has been critiqued as an inappropriate 
determinant of special education placements. Unfortunately, recent scholarship suggests this has 
not changed much for race (see Colarusso, 2001; Warner, Dede, Garvin, & Conway, 2002; 

Zhang & Katsiyannis, 2002), social class (Blair & Scott, 2002), or some combination of race, 
class, and gender (Coutinho, Oswald, & Best, 2002). 

In contrast, Taiwan is homogeneous ethnically and does not have the extremes of poverty 
that are all too common in the U.S. Accordingly, these social factors are not routinely examined 
in Taiwan and the effects of such demographics on school performance are essentially unknown. 
But Taiwan does have social class distinctions, and lacking racial diversity, such differences are 
more important in terms of status than in the U.S. where the history of slavery and its after 
effects have resulted in far greater race consciousness than class consciousness (see Bell, 1989; 
Harris, 1964). 

Thus it is worth examining studies of Taiwanese education for the influence of social 
factors. One recent study by Lin (2002) investigated the influence of several demographic 
factors on elementary special education teachers’ self-perceptions of their knowledge of special 
education issues and their skills in applying this knowledge. Lin’s results were modest at best. 
Of all the different areas for both knowledge and skills, only a few were statistically related to 
these teachers’ backgrounds, and these areas had weak effects, ranging from non-significance to 
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a minimal 4.4 percent of the variance explained. These findings, however, are important because 
they represent one of the few studies of Taiwanese education to collect such information and 
perhaps the only study to do so in the area of special education. 

The current study parallels Lin’s (2002) previous work. Descriptive statistics were 
collected for a set of demographic characteristics of elementary special education teachers in 
central Taiwan. The factors were then regressed on these teachers’ perceptions of seven topics in 
special education (as described above). In the current study, the demographic factors were more 
consistently related to elementary special education teachers’ perceptions than in Lin (2002). Of 
the seven topic areas, only Research Question 2, placement alternatives and procedures for 
special education programs, was not significantly related to the teachers’ background. However, 
the proportion of variance explained was low in all instances, ranging from 2.2% for Research 
Question #6 on collaboration among the different professionals who work with special education 
students to 10.8% for Survey Question 6 on whether placement alternatives based on IQ scores 
are beneficial. 

There were 10 demographic factors in this study. Of these, only age was not significant 
in at least one of the multiple regressions. Three factors—gender, years of service, and level of 
education~were all significant in one equation. Location of school and number of different 
grade levels serviced were the factors (three times each) most likely to have a significant 
relationship to the perceptions of these special education teachers. For both factors, the direction 
was negative, i.e., parochial (rural) teachers and those who serviced fewer grade levels were 
more likely to agree with the topic measured. No overall pattern relating specific demographic 
characteristics to the different special education topics addressed was evident. 

Demographics in Perspective 

The multiple regressions for the 10 demographic factors on the seven special education 
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topics addressed in this study produced generally weak but consistent relationships. However, 
given that no overall pattern of demographic influence emerged and that the level of variance 
explained was very low, it could be argued that in Taiwan social and background factors 
apparently have little effect on educational processes. This conclusion would be consistent with 
the fact that Taiwan is much more homogeneous as a society than the U.S. where extremes of 
demographic measures are commonplace. Such a conclusion, however, would be premature. 

It is the case that, in both Lin (2002) and the current study, socio-demographic factors 
had weak and inconsistent effects on elementary special education teachers’ self-perceptions of 
their knowledge, their skills, or their attitudes. But this is a very limited perspective on the 
overall question regarding the influence of demographics on special education in Taiwan. 
Furthermore the two studies only address special education so that generalizations to regular 
education are clearly unwarranted based on this research. 

What can be said is that both Lin (2002) and the current study examined only self- 
perceptions and only one stakeholder group, elementary special education teachers. Nothing can 
be said about the perceptions of other groups, and particularly nothing about students’’ 
perceptions. It is commonly accepted that teachers’ self-perceptions do not reflect closely actual 
classroom practice or behavior. Research on the self-fulfilling prophecy (see Brophe, 1983; 
Good, 1987; Rosenthal, 1987, 1997) confirms that teachers are typically unaware of any 
unintended bias toward particular types of students. Thus the key question is not so much 
whether the teachers’ demographic backgrounds affect their self-perceptions of special education 
issues, but rather, whether their unconscious reactions to their students’ socio-demographic 
origins produce an unintended bias in their instructional behavior or in student outcomes. 

The answer to that question is clearly beyond the scope of the current study. But it does 
point to the need for direct observational studies of teacher-student interactions, special 
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education placement meetings, or comparisons of special education versus regular teachers. 

Such studies are necessary to discern whether demographic factors are operating unwittingly. 
Other studies could examine the background of students for bias in placement into different 
categories of special education or for trends on student outcomes. While studies such as these 
are routine in the U.S., the most notable finding regarding the practice of special education in 
Taiwan is the current absence of such research. 

Recommendations 

The analysis above demonstrates the lack of existing empirical research on special 
education in Taiwan. The current study provides a baseline for elementary special education 
teachers’ self-perceptions on seven topics in the field. Beyond this and Lin’s (2002) study of 
self-perceptions of knowledge and skills needed for special education practice, virtually no 
empirical studies exist. A brief framework for addressing this void includes the following: 

1. Stakeholder groups. The current study examines only the perceptions of special 
education teachers. Paraded studies of different groups such as administrators, regular teachers, 
parents, policymakers, or the general public would contribute to understanding the overall status 
of special education in Taiwan. 

2. Levels of education. The current study taps only elementary school respondents. 
Middle school, high school, university, preschool— different levels are likely to yield different 
perceptions. 

3. Topic. The set of seven topics explored in this study are clearly limited in scope 
compared to the possible issues that could be explored in other studies. Special education covers 
a wide diversity of problems and attention to the entire spectrum is needed. 

4. Direct observations. Self-perceptual data are useful but clearly not the same as direct 
observation of behavior and practice in schools. 
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5. Secondary data. What do the existing records on special education programs reveal 
when the placements, grades, test scores, drop out status, etc., are compared to the demographic 
backgrounds of students? 

6. Methodology. What differences are found when the same issue is explored from 
contrasting methodological assumptions or procedures? 

While these six factors do not exhaust the range of needed research on special 
education in Taiwan, they do represent a minimal research agenda upon which policy and 
practice in Taiwan can be based. Expanding the research base is a first step to providing special 
educators in Taiwan the tools that they need to improve the quality of education for special needs 
students. 
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JAN- 1998 

Dear Taiwan Teacher, 

As a doctoral student at the University of Louisville, I am currently conducting a 
research project focusing on the referral process for educational placement decisions for 
special education pupils at the lEP meeting. Your role would involve completing a survey 
instrument (approximately 10 minutes) to provide information about your perceptions of 
educational placement decisions for lEP meetings. Y ou would be one of approximately 
176 teachers participating in the survey (from Taichung Prefecture). My father Mr. Lin, 
Po-Chung is the principal of Chiao-Jen Elementary School. He will mail questionnaires 
to the principal of your school, who will then give out the surveys to you and the other 
special education teachers. After completing the survey, please return it to your principal. 
He and the other principals will then return all the completed surveys to Mr. Lin, Po- 
Chung who will then mail the completed surveys to me at the University of Louisville for 
analysis. 

I am inviting you to participate in this study. By completing the survey you are 
giving your consent to participate in this survey. You have the right to decline to answer 
any question which makes you uncomfortable. Although absolute confidentiality can 
never be guaranteed in any study, in this research there is no way to identify individual 
teachers from the surveys which will be collected as they are completed. 

The results of this study will be used to determine how the referral process is 
interpreted and whether this is reflected in a consistent manner. To my knowledge this 
type of research has never been conducted in Taiwan and the results should help to 
improve special education services for Taiwanese children. 

Thank you very much for your participation. I appreciate your assistance. 



Sincerely, 



TSUI-YING LIN 
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QUESTIONNAIRE 



The following are some barriers that have been reported by teachers who have 
participated in placement decisions. After reading each statement, circle the number which best 
applies to your situation. 

1 = Strongly Agree (SA) 

2 = Agree (A) 

3 = Neither Agree Nor Disagree (N) 

4 = Disagree (D) 

5 = Strongly Disagree (SD) 

SA A N D SD 



1 . 1 think that the placement alternatives based on lEP 
recommendations are beneficial. 

2. 1 think too many students are referred for special 
education. 

3. 1 think that some children who are referred for special 
education just need more help in the regular classroom. 

4. 1 think that it takes too long for students who have 
completed their lEP meeting to be placed. 

5. 1 think the testing procedures for students who are 
referred are appropriate. 

6. 1 think that the placement alternatives based on IQ 
scores are beneficial. 



1 2 3 4 5 



1 2 3 4 5 



1 2 3 4 5 



1 2 3 4 5 



1 2 3 4 5 



1 2 3 4 5 
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1 = Strongly Agree (SA) 

2 = Agree (A) 

3 = Neither Agree Nor Disagree (N) 

4 = Disagree (D) 

5 = Strongly Disagree (SD) 



SA A 

7. 1 like maintaining a special education structure that 



includes a range from inclusive to resource room. 12 3 

8. 1 think special education students need different 

treatment approaches to be successful. 1 2 ; 

9. 1 think that most special education students get 

what they need. 1 2 : 

10. 1 think that schools are encountering problems that 

they do not have the capacity to handle. 1 2 ^ 



1 1. 1 think that special education teachers and consultants 
working with special education students have proper 

training. 1 2 

12. 1 think that regular teachers working with special 

education students have proper training. 1 2 

13.1 think that the severity of special education students' 

problems has increased. 1 2 




D SD 



4 5 



4 5 



4 5 



4 5 



4 5 



4 5 



4 5 
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1 = Strongly Agree (S A) 

2 = Agree (A) 

3 = Neither Agree Nor Disagree (N) 

4 = Disagree (D) 

5 = Strongly Disagree (SD) 



14. 1 think that sufficient placement options exist. 

15.1 think that special education programs are 
financially overburdened. 

16. 1 am fhistrated about administrative procedures 
as impediments to providing services. 

17. 1 think that schools lack available services, 
physical structures, or placement options. 

18. 1 think procedural "red tape" and length of process 
interferes with student well being. 

19. 1 have little influence in placement decisions. 

20. 1 lack knowledge about options. 

21.1 think that others make the decisions. 



SA A N D 
12 3 4 

12 3 4 

12 3 4 

12 3 4 

12 3 4 

12 3 4 

12 3 4 

12 3 4 



1 AM FRUSTRATED ABOUT A LACK OF COLLABORATION AMONG: 



22. General and special education teachers. 



1 2 3 



23. Administrators and teachers. 



1 2 



3 



4 



1 = Strongly Agree (S A) 

2 = Agree (A) 

3 = Neither Agree Nor Disagree (N) 

4 = Disagree (D) 

5 = Strongly Disagree (SD) 



SA A N 

24. Parents and teachers. 1 2 3 

25. Other agencies or professionals and the school. 1 2 3 

I AM FRUSTRATED ABOUT A LACK OF SUPPORT AMONG: 

26. General and special education teachers. 1 2 3 

27. Administrators and teachers. 1 2 3 

28. Parents and teachers. 1 2 3 

29. Other agencies or professionals and the schools. 1 2 3 



D SD 
4 5 

4 5 

4 5 

4 5 

4 5 

4 5 
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FOR USE IN INTERPRETING YOUR RESPONSES, PLEASE CHECK THE 



APPROPRIATE ANSWER. 

1. Indicate your gender: Male Female 

2. Age: 21-30 31-40 41-50 51 and older 

3. Native bom background: Taiwan other (list) 

4. Marital Status: 

Married Single Separated Divorced Widow 

5. Number of children: 0 1 2 more than 2 

6. Education level: Certification ^Bachelor's degree Masters 

Doctorate 

7. Years of service: 0-5 6-10 1 1-15 ^more than 15 

8. School location: City County Parochial 

9. Grade levels you work with (check all that apply): 1 2 3 4 5 6 

10. Special education classification: 

EBD (Emotional Behavioral Disorders) 

EMR (Mild Mental Retardation) 

MMR (Moderate Mental Retardation) 

SMR (Severe Mental Retardation) 

HI (Hearing Impairment) 

LD (Learning Disabilities) 

GT (Gifted and Talented) 

VI (Visual Impairment) 

MH (Multi-handicapped) 

Other (list) 
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1=5^ ^ 1^ S (SA) 

2=1^ S (A) 

3=^ 1^ S ti3 ^ S Sit (N) 
4=S Sit (D) 

5=5^ m S Sit (SD) 



IEP05 3# M S ^ f y 05 • 

l®5^itt^i{Sa5Sitm- 

it^ ^ i? s 05 M^rU m ^ n 

'S jji R a g ^ « ffi] go 

4. Us ^ ^ ^ ^ lEPg m m m ^ 

^ s s 05 R,?5 « ^ m 

m {^■ 



9 



;1 ^ ^ 



^ S « 05 



m m IE 



SA A N D SD 



1 2 3 4 5 



1 2 3 4 5 



1 2 3 4 5 



1 2 3 4 5 



1 2 3 4 5 



IE 



IQ ^ ±1 



JE 



m 05. 



1 2 3 4 5 
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(SA) 



2 =H M (A) 

3=^ 1^ tQ ^ S M (N) 
M (D) 

5=5^ m S Sit (SD) 



i§ ii a ^ s 5)1 pj 

}^x 55 • 

t§ iO m S g S5 S «. 

m n m 73 & m- 
11- n m^m 

^rn IE 
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M B ^ 1^ SD. 



SA A N D SD 



1 2 



3 4 



5 



1 2 3 4 5 



1 2 3 4 5 



1 2 3 4.5 



1 2 3 4 5 



1 2 3 4 5 



1 2 3 4 5 
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1=1^ ^ |q| S (SA) 

2=1^ S (A) 

3=^ 1^ S tfi ^ S fif (N) 
4=S it (D) 

5=^P m S it (SD) 
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21. m m^m ^ s ne a s 

05 $. 



mm 

^ i!l S (22-25) 

22. n_^m s ^ Ji 15 gfS. 



SA A N D SD 

1 2 3 4 5 

1 2 3 4 5 

1 2 3 4 5 



1 2 3 4 5 



1 2 3 4 5 



1 2 3 4 5 



1 2 3 4 5 



1 2 3 4 5 



1 2 3 4 5 
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1=5^ ^ H E (SD) 

2=1^ M. (A.) 

3=^ 1^ ^ t& ^ S Sil (N) 
4=JS tl (D) 

5=5^ m J^ tl (SD) 



23. iR A « S 05- 

m R m m- 

25. -^^ 

nm nuT m m 

M iO S H: (26-29) 

26 . n ’^31 R n ^ m m m- 
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29. -E ^ ^ ^ ^ A M s P 



SA A N D SD 

1 2 3 4 5 

1 2 3 4 5 

1 2 3 4 5 

1 2 3 4 5 

1 2 3 4 5 

1 2 3 4 5 

1 2 3 4 5 
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APPENDIX C 



APPLICATION AND APPROVAL FROM UNIVERSITY OF LOUISVILLE 
HUMAN STUDIES COMMITTEE REQUEST FOR EXEMPTION FROM 
REVIEW FOR RESEARCH INVOLVING HUMAN SUBJECTS, PLUS ATTACHEMNT. 
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UNIVERSITY HUMAN STUDIES COMMITTEE 
REQUEST FOR EXEMPTION FROM REVIEW FOR 
RESEARCH INVOLVING HUMAN SUBJECTS 

Federal and University regulations require research involving human subjects to be aobroved hu tho 1 1 • 

Studies Committee. The only exceptions are those categories of research that are de^fhed ac V ^ Human 

regulations (see reverse side). Investigators who believe their proposals arl exermfSoJd comn^'' 
with a copy of the proposal (including any questionnaires)^and if 3001103^^1?^ ^ cornplete this form and send it 
to the consent form checklist) to the University Human Studies Committee office Room'prnT according 

Investigators will be notified in writing of the Committee determination of whether the pmS'. av? ^^^'"istration Center 
requirements and we must abide by them or risk losing federal research support. ^ ^ ^ exempt. These are federal 

PLEASE NOTE THAT: (a) exemption from Committee review does not exemot studies imm ih» 

exaZ^t on^ studies invoiving prisoners, fetuses, pregnant women, in vitro fertilization oTiTentalll^iTri^"’^"'^ obtaining informed 
exemption, and c) studies involving deception of subjects do not quality (or exemption from CommiSl?e?'^°"^ 



3. 

4. 

5. 



Principal Investigator: Dr . Stephen Miller 



Co-investigalor(s): Tsui-Ying Lin 



■ O? LoSlsOi?LE °^Panmen„s,: SPECIAL EDUCATION 

Title olProJecLsp.ciAL EDUCAT^of SaSeRS ' PERCEPTIONS 0^^^!^^^ ^°"^^VILLE 
DECISIONS AT lEP MEETINGS IN CENTRAL TAIWAN ElSSarY SoS'’'^ 

Source of Support: [^qNE 
Study Site(s): 

(See attachment.) 

Brief Summary of Project: 

(See attachment.) 



to. 



n. 



Does study involve: . 

audio-orvideota^ng ofsubjecfs?^^ YCs ^^^ research by Martin et al . (I 995 ) 

minors (persons under age 18?) Yes No~l^ 

Yes^ Nn~- 

Describe how confidentiality will be maintained; 

Questionnaire does not identify individual teachers. 



8 . Will informed consent be obtained? Yes x 



No. not required 



letter. to subjects 



If yes, indicate method: signed consent form 
Other (describe): 

(See attached cover sheet.) 

o?s?wat?erc'r quesliorrrraire. lelepborre quesliorrrraire. 

(See attachment.) 

Section of regulations which describes the exempt caleoorv fSee Catpmnripc whirh 

H uman guidie.s Committee as Hefined by Fodernl RequIaS-s). Cfele appli^bll numberTfldTeUefs ^^^ *"'^ UpivRr.sity 



(Jj^b) 2(a.b.c) 3(a. b. c)(i. ii) ' ®(a.( 6 )) 5 (a, b, c. d) . 

Signatures; u ' i/ 

Invesligalor: ^ 

Department Chair: A i XX , , JtrSv.. .. 



6 (a. b) 



Dale: i 



Dale : 



1996 



Attachment 



4. Central Taiwan, for the 176 special education teachers in Taichung prefecture, one of 
four prefectures and one city in Central Taiwan. (The survey is being translated into 
Mandarin.) 

5. We conduct this project by questionnaire. The results of this study will be used to 
determine special education teachers' perceptions of the lEP meeting and referral 
process and how consistently this is reflected. To our knowledge this type of research 
has never been conducted in Taiwan. 

9. There are 723 special education teachers in Central Taiwan elementary schools. There 
would be 176 teachers among them participating in the survey, those from Taichung 
Prefecture. The survey is being conducted by Lin, Po-Chung (Chiao-Jen Elementary 
School principal at Taichung). The teachers were a convenience sample based on those 
who serve in Taichung Prefecture elementary schools. 

Copies of the survey and cover letter in both English and Mandarin are attached. 
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Appendix D 



Map of Questionnaire Items to Research Questions, with Operational Definitions 

and Variable Label Codes 

This appendix lists the survey question numbers (SQl, SQ2, etc.) that correspond to each 
of the nine research questions. Individual item variable label codes are included in parentheses. 
The composite research question variable label code is included only for the four that had 
Cronbach’s alpha level near .7 or above. The research questions are noted in bold. 

How do Taiwan special education teachers perceive: 

1. General attitudes about special education. 

SQ2: 1 think too many students are referred for special education. 

SQ3: 1 think that some children who are referred for special education just need more 
help in the regular classroom. 

SQ8: 1 think special education students need different treatment approaches to be 
successful. 

SQ13: 1 think that the severity of special education students’ problems has increased. 

2. Placement alternatives and procedures for special 
education programs. 

SQl: I think that the placement alternatives based on EBP recommendations are 
beneficial. 

SQ5: 1 think the testing procedures for students who are referred are appropriate. 

SQ6: 1 think the placement alternatives based on IQ scores are beneficial. 

SQ7: 1 like maintaining a special education structure that includes a range from inclusive 
to resource room. 
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9.1 



SQ9: 1 think that most special education students get what they need. 

SQ14; I think that sufficient placement options exist. 

1. Schools’ capabilities for accommodating special education Programs. 

(CAPABIL3) 

SQ4: 1 think that it takes too long for students who have completed their lEP meeting to 
be placed. 

SQIO: I think that schools are encountering problems that they do not have the capacity 
to handle. 

SQ15: 1 think that special education programs are financially overburdened. 

SQ16: 1 am fhistrated about administrative procedures as impediments to providing 
services. 

SQ17: 1 think that schools lack available services, physical structures, or placement 
options. 

SQ18: 1 think procedural “red tape” and length of process interferes with student well 

being. 

4. Training available for working with special education students: 

a. Special education personnel? 

b. Regular Teachers? 

SQl 1: 1 think that special education teachers and consultants working with special 
education teachers have proper training. 

SQl 2: 1 think that regular teachers working with special education students have proper 
training. 

5. Teachers’ personal control over placement decisions. (CONTROLS) 

SQ19: 1 have little influence in placement decisions. 
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SQ20: 1 lack knowledge about options. 

SQ21 : 1 think that others make the decisions. 

6. Collaboration among different groups working in special education. (COLLAB6) 

SQ22: 1 am fhastrated about a lack of collaboration among general and special education 
teachers. 

SQ23; I am frustrated about a lack of collaboration among administrators and teachers. 

SQ24: 1 am frustrated about a lack of collaboration among parents and teachers. 

SQ25: 1 am fhastrated about a lack of collaboration among other agencies or professionals 
and the school. 

7. Support among different groups working in special education. (SUPPORT?) 

SQ26: 1 am fhastrated about a lack of support among general and special education 
teachers. 

SQ27; I am frustrated about a lack of support among administrators and teachers. 

SQ28: 1 am frustrated about a lack of support among parents and teachers. 

SQ29: 1 am fhastrated about a lack of support among other agencies or professionals and 
the schools. 

8. How are the perceptions above related? 

This question examined the question groupings (or “scales”) from questions 
1-7. (See survey question items that cluster together, plus variable label codes for each separate 
survey item, under Research Questions 1-7, respectively, above.) For the Research Questions, 
only those that had a Cronbach’s alpha of .67 or better for the cluster of items in each respective 
research question were given a separate variable name and label. Those with adequate reliability 
as a scale were Research Questions 3, 5, 6, & 7. The variable name and label for each of these is 
given at the end of the statement of the actual research question, above. 
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9. How do demographic factors affect the perceptions noted above? 

Descriptive statistics for all demographic factors are given in Tables 10-14 in the text. 
Operational definitions and variable label codes follow, arranged by the tables in which factors 
appear. 

Table 10 contains three variables: Gender, Native Bom, and School Location. Gender 
(GENDER) is coded: 

1 = male 

2 = female. 

For Native Bom, only 1 (.7%) was not bom in Taiwan; therefore this variable is not used in the 
regressions. 

School Location (LOCATE) uses dummy codes: 

Location Dummy ! (LOCATE 1): 

1 = city; 0 = county; 0 = parochial 
Location Dummy 2 (LOCATE 2): 

0 = city; 1 = county; 0 = parochial 

This implies that for parochial (mral) schools, the coding is 0, 0, 0. 

Table 1 1 contains two variables: Age and Years of Service. Age (AGE) is coded by range 
of years: 

1 = 21-30 

2 = 31-40 

3 = 41-50 

4 = 51 and older. 

Years of Service (SERVICE) is coded: 

1=0-5 
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2 = 6-10 



3 = 11-15 

4 = more than 15. 

Table 12 contains two variables: Marital Status and Number of Children. For Marital 
Status both Separated and Divorced were marked by only one respondent. Therefore these two 
categories were collapsed with the category, Single. Thus Marital Status (MARITAL) is coded: 

0 = single 

1 = married. 

Number of Children (CHILDREN) is coded: 

1 = no child 

2 = one child 

3 = two children 

4 = more than two children. 

Table 13 gives Educational Level of special education teachers (EDUCATION), coded: 

1 = certification 

2 = bachelor’s degree 

3 = masters 

4 = doctorate. 

Table 14 contains two variables: Grade Level Taught and Special Education 
Classification. For Grade Level Taught (GRADE), this section of the survey instructed 
respondents to check all that apply of grades taught, 1-6, because special education teachers 
often serve more than one grade level. Coding represents the number of grade levels checked, 
but this procedure does not distinguish which grade level or combination of grade levels are 
indicated. For example, respondent 01 checks grades 2, 5— coded “2”; respondent 05 checks 
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grades 1, 3, 4 - coded “3”. 

The codings follow: 

1 = One grade level taught 

2 = Two grade levels taught 

3 = Three grade levels taught 

4 = Four grade levels taught 

5 = Five grade levels taught 

6 = Six grade levels taught. 

For Special Education Classification (CLASSIFY) Taiwan combines the three levels of 
mental disability (Mild, Moderate, and Severe Mental Retardation) into one classification 
category. None of the other classifications are widely held; accordingly these other 
classifications are collapsed into a single category. Thus the coding for Special Education 
Classification is two levels: 

0 = all other special education classifications 

1 = Mild, Moderate, and Severe Mental Retardation. 
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